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LONDON, NOVEMBER 4, 1873. 
——»— 

YESTERDAY AFTERNOON a notice was posted at the 
Registrar’s. Office of the Court of Chancery stating 
that until the successor to the late Vice-Chan- 
cellor Sir John Wickens shall be appointed, the Lord 
Chancellor will take any of the causes or matters 

. attached tothe Court of the late Vice-Chancellor which 
~ may be urgent. This, to some extent, explains the 
rumour which has been current that the Lord Chancellor 
intended to take the work of the vacant Vice-Chancellor- 
ship until the meeting of Parliament. We understand, 
however, that such an intention, if ever entertained, 
has been abandoned, and that a Vice-Chancellor will 
shortly be appointed. The terms of the notice above 
referred to, and the fact that the Seal Paper just pub- 
. lished provides for the work of the Court now vacant 
‘in a column headed “Before the Vice-Chancellor to be 
appointed as successor to the late Vice-Chancellor 
Sir John Wickens,” afford an accurate indication of the 
present intention on the subject. 














THE PREPARATION AND DELIVERY of long bills of costs, 
which is popularly supposed to be the principal occupa- 
tion of lawyers, is rapidly becoming obsolete. Just as 
medical men now content themselves with a short note 
of the amount claimed to be due to them for medical at- 
tendance, instead of the long and nauseous catalogue of 
pills and draughts swallowed, so solicitors are now be- 
coming more and more in the habit of delivering a similar 
short. statement, instead of the almost equally nauseous 
catalogue of letters and attendances. The change is to 
the advantage of both the public and the profession. 
Few clients cavil at the total of their ’ bills, while 
manycannotunderstand, and therefore object to, theitems 
of whichsnch billsare composed. Thesolicitor, moreover, is 
spared forage task of doing over again the busi. 
ness already disposed of, in order to settle an intelligible 
on But the new practice, though in many 





respects convenient, has two great and obvious objec- 
tions. It affords no means of checking the sum charged, 
and it does not remedy the chief evil of which solicitors 
complain, viz., that in order to be fairly remunerated for 
the skill and labour required at their hands, a great deal 
is done and charged for, which, under a better system of 
remuneration, would be unneces A 

To remedy both these objections, the favourite plan 
has been to introduce payment by commission, and, in 
fact, we believe that for many years some firms have in 
their own practice adopted something of the kind. But 
many others felt that there was great difficulty in using 
an unauthorised scale, and in 1871, as the result of the 
labours of a joint committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society and the Metropolitan and Provincial Law As- 
sociation, aided by communications from Provincial Law 
Societies, an authorised scale was issued. This, which 
has been in use about two years, has, in practice, been 
found to require some amendment, and recently a revised 
scale has been put forth, which has been issued by the 
Law Society to every member of the profession. The 
following are the principal alterations proposed by the 
new scale :—The rate of charge for mortgages is consider- 
ably reduced in the case of smaller loans, and increased 
in the case of larger transactions. The charge of a vendor's 
solicitor, instead of being the same as that of the pur- 
chaser’s solicitor, is to be three-fourths only. A fixedreduc- 
tion of one-fourth is to be made in the case of leaseholds for 
terms not originally exceeding 100 years. These modifica- 
tions have been mainly suggested by provincial solicitors, 
and in the opinion of very many solicitors, both in London 
and the country, whom we have had an opportunity of 
consulting, the scale as now revised is one which will be 
fair both to the public and to the profession. Nothing 
but actual experience can show how far this opinion is 
correct, but as the scale is the result of much considera- 
tion by practical men of business, having before them- 
the result of a two years’ experience of the one pre- 
viously issued, we hope it may work well and be 
rally adopted. Having in view the probable conveyancing 
reform of future sessions of Parliament, it may be 
possible, if the system of payment by commission be 
generally approved, to get a scale sanctioned by statute, 
and we have reason to believe that the Law Society.are 
taking steps to this end. 


Tue pzatu of a judge, at what-seemed only the begin« 
ning of a long and honourable judicial career, must 
always sendagunanataieh effect. on the members of our 
profession. In the case of the late Vice-Chancellor 
Sir John Wickens, there were many circumstances which 
much) increased this natural jullie etipebesaeel wena 
To an exce large number of us his aspect oa 
the Bench recalled the very recent days in which we knew 
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so much esteemed when he was at the bar, gained him 
respect and regard as a judge; while his powerful and 
well-balanced mind seemed to take delight in the freer 
play which his later aud less fettered position gave to his 
accurate and extensive knowledge-of legal principles and 
precedents. It would be no small praise of any man to 
say what we may say with perfect truth of him, that 
during his tenure of office he showed himself a worthy 
successor of those able judges who, one after another, 
took care that one at least of the Chancery Courts of first 
instance should be an adniittedly competent tribunal for 
the decision of matters of the greatest intricacy and im- 
portance, 

We hope next week to pay a more fitting tribute to 
the memory of the late Vice-Chancellor than these few 
and inadequate words can profess to be. But in the 
meantime we cannot refrain from expressing our sense of 
the great loss which has befallen the profession and the 
public; and at the same time to point out that to endea.- 
vour, by the choice of his successor, to render that loss less 
irreparable than it now appears, will be universally re- 
garded as the best tribute which the Government can pay 
to the memory of one who served the nation, while he 
Was permitted to seive it, so faithfully and so well. 





What Is THE PRINCIPLE on which the statutes are re- 
vised, and who is responsible for their revision? The 


Statute Law Revision Act of last session, by repealing | 


certain portions of the 5 Geo. 4, c. 74 (weights and mea- 
sures), has rendered some sectious of that Act unintel- 
ligible. Bearing in mind that by the notice printed at 
the head of the schedule it is stated that “ a description 
of 2 portion of an Act is inclusive of the words, &c., first 
or last mentioned, or otherwise referred to as forming the 
beginning, or the end, of the portion comprised in the de- 


scription,” it will befound that the first section of the above | 


Act, az it now stands, reads as follows :—(the asterisks in- 


dicate the portions repealed)“ Be it therefore enacted, that” | +, the tasknot only the prejudices and preconceived notions 


* * * “and shall be and is hereby declared to be the 


unit or only standard measure of extension, wherefrom or ! 


whereby all other measures of extension whatsoever, 
whether the same be lineal, superficial, or solid,” &c., &c. 
The fourth section, as corrected by the Revision Act, 
reads as follows :—‘“ That” * * * “that one twelfth part 


of the said troy pound shall be an ounce, and that one | 


twentieth part of such ounce shall be a pennyweight, and 
that one twenty-fourth part of such pennyweight shall 
be @ grain; so that 5,760 such grains shall be a troy 
pound;” * * * “and that one sixteenth part of the said 
pound averdupois shall be an ounce averdupois, and that 
one sixteenth part of such ounce shall be a dram.” As 
to the first section, the part repealed relates to the im- 
perial standard yard, and the withdrawal of that part 
makes the remainder senseless. As to the fourth section, 
the portion first repealed relates to the troy pound, so 
that the remainder which is left and which refers to the 
“said” troy pound is also unintelligible. The second 
repeal relates to the pound averdupois, and the part 
which is left is rendered meaningless by the omission of 
the repealed words. In this state of things we are com- 
pelled to ask, who will revise the revisers ¢ 





Ir 10 zz nove that the severe rebuke administered 
by the Judge of the County Court at Keighley to certain 
legal accountants who, with the audacity characteristic of 
the tribe, had taken upon themselves to threaten a debtor 
with imprisonment for contempt of court, may check the 








household, and are used as a means of procuring the pay. 


ment of unjustifiable claims. 





THE INQUIRY INTO THE LEGAL OFFICES. 


When the second report of the Select Committee on 
Civil Service Expenditure was issued, we took occasion 
to make some remarks (178. J. 665) upon that report, and 
upon the basis upon which it szemed to rest. At that 
time we had not before us the evidence upon which the 
report was founded, but we were able to state as to the 
evidence which had then been received by the Committee, 
that it was given by persons wholly unqualified to form an 
opinion upon the subject in hand. Since that time fur. 
ther evidence has been laid before the Committee, and they 
have made a third report which it is not necessary to 
consider here, but it may be stated that no member of 
the legal profession nor any one in any manner conversant 
with the courts, or with their business, was ever ex- 
amined before the Committee, except Lord Romilly and 
Lord Hatherley. These two learned judges, especially the 
latter, were able to show the Committee how slight was 
the value of the evidence given by the other witnesses. 

With the third report of the Committee is published 
the evidence upon which their three reports are founded, 
and it will be interesting to take a short review of this 
evidence before we proceed to point out what course 
ought to be adopted by the commission which has been ap- 
pointed in pursuanceof the second report of the Committee, 
We should have expected that a Committee appointed 
with full power to call for persons, papers, and docu. 
ments, would have seen the necessity of taking evidence 
from those well acquainted with the subject of ‘the in- 
quiry, but we are unable to find that any such evidence 
was called for. The principal witnesses, or we ought to say 
the witnesses whose evidence occupies the largest portion 
of the Blue Book, are clerks from the Treasury, whobring 


of the Treasury, but also an ignorance of such a nature 
as appears almost incredible in persons pretending to 
have a knowledge of their subject. In fact both the 
Committee and the witnesses appear to have been grop- 
ing in the dark, and to have been very much abroad on 
the points they tried in vain to investigate and make 
clear. For instance, we find a member of the Committee 
asking a witness (2026) whether cases from the Manchester 
County Court were in certain events “ thrown over either 
to the assizes, or sessions, or to any other courts.” And 
again it is asked (7575) whether £600 a year is not 
“at least double what the average clerks to gentlemen 
who are made judges would receive while their masters 
are at the bar.’ We cannot suppose any of our readers 
ignorant as to the proper reply to the former of these 
questions, and as to the latter we do not believe that the 
clerk of any barrister who is made a judge enjoys, at the 
time of the appointment of his master, as little as £300 a 
year. Then, again, it is suggested (1604) that the salaries 
of judges’ clerks are fixed at the existing rates “ simply 
to enable men high up at the bar to have their work 
done for them, in anticipation of these practically almost 
sinecures, at a lower rate than they would perhaps other- 
wise have it done for, on the assumption that the leading 
man at the bar will subsequently be a judge, and that 
therefore these clerks will be paid out of the public 
pocket.” We are unable sufficiently to express our con- 
tempt at the ignorance as well as the meanness of such 
a suggestion ; itis sufficient to say that in the exigencies 
of political changes no gentleman at the bar can count 
upon being a judge at any given time, nor is it customary, 
even if it were possible, for any leading man at the bar 


| to enter into a bargain with his clerk upon the basis 


suggested. Yor the most part, the clerk of a leading 
man at the bar is one who has been with him through all 
his vicissitudes of fortune, and who, in the event of the 
well merited fon of his master, reasonably ye 
that, instead of losing his post, and having to begin 

afresh, he shall in eome sense share in the good fortune 
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| £1,000 a year unquestionably. 
think that the number was excessive, judging from the 
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of his master. These questions would perhaps not be 


i worthy of notice if the answers to them gave the truth, 
nd nothing else, but in fact the Committee do not on 


these and similar questions receive answers which convey 


the true state of the facts. 


- But the want of knowledge of their subject exhibited 


py the Committee is as nothing when compared to the 


fonorance of the Witnesses from the Treasury. A witness 


jg asked the question.—“ (1638) The associates’ duties are 
“not wholly confined, are they, to the sitting in court ? 
‘J hardly know what they have to do besides. (1641) 


Then the associate has a considerable portion of time 


' gnoccupied by his employment as associate? Yes, I 
' jmagine that he has. 

necessary 
| you not think that the duties might be performed much 
» more economically than they are at present ? 


(1643) Is any legal qualification 
for an associate? I think not. (1644) Do 
I think 
u might get a man to do them for a less salary than 
(1661) Would you not 


duties which they have to perform? Possibly.” 

Can any absurdity go to greater lengths? A gentleman 
admits that he knows nothing about the duties of a par- 
ticular office, but he imagines that the holder of it has a 
considerable portion of his time unoccupied, and thinks 
aman might be got to do the work for less than £1,000 
ayear. He knows nothing of the duties, nor of the time 
they occupy, nor of their value, and yet, when asked 
whether the duties might not be performed for less than 


£1,000 a year, calmly suggests that they might. We 


suppose there is not an office under the sun, not except- 


' ing that of Calcraft, which, if put up to Dutch auction, 
would not find a gandidate at about one-tenth of the pre- 


sent pay, whatever that might happen to be. 

Again, one of the Committee makes a suggestion that 
there are too many masters in the Common Law Courts, 
and when informed that, there being more business in 
the Court of Queen’s Bench, more clerks are required 


than in the other courts, he goes on to ask the witness— 


“ (1678) Still it can hardly require five masters for only 
fourteen clerks (in the Common Pleas), when twenty- 
three clerks are required to perform the business of five 
masters in the Court of Queen’s Bench ? Probably not.” 
But it did not occur to the member of the Committee 
who asked the question, to put it the other way, and to 
say, if twenty-three clerks are required to perform the 


- work of five masters in one court, how can fourteen 


clerks be sufficient for the same number of masters in 
another court ? We are not careful to ascertain what is 
the duty, or qualification, or emolument of the asso- 
ciates, nor what number of masters there should be, nor 
the number of clerks they require; but we are well 
assured that there is no value whatever in the answers 
of a witness of this sert, into whose mouth suggestions 
are put, and who is too much carried away by the one 
idea of cutting down, to be able to state boldly that his 
mind is a mere blank on the subject. And to show that 
the committee took some at least of the numerous 
answers of this description (and they may be counted by 
hundreds) as evidence, we will here give one or two questions 
and answers—“ (1304) What class of men are the regis- 
trars ; are they barristers of long and high standing? I 
think they must have been of ten or twelve years’ stand- 
ing as barristers.” “ (1313) You stated that the registrars 
are barristers of ten years’ standing: of course the clerks 
to the registrars are also barristers, but probably of a 
less standing ; is there any statutable arrangement with 

to their qualification? I think, on further con- 
sideration, that I was wrong with regard to the regis- 
trars, but that the Act of Parliament says that the clerks, 
before they can be appointed, shall be of five years’ 
standing as solicitors, (1314) Then, in point of fact, 


these four junior clerks, for instance, at £300 a year, 
may either be barristers or solicitors: is that so? They 
must be either barristers or solicitors; I think they 
must be of five years’ standing,” / 

It will be observed that in answer to the first of these 








questions the witness only said what he thought, and did 
not state his reply as a fact, and yet his interrogator tells 
him that he has stated it as a fact that registrars are 
barristers of ten years’ standing, and the witness then 
corrects himself by stating something else which he 
thinks. - Probably our readers are aware that the regis- 
trars referred to, who are those of the Court of Chancery, 
are not barristers of ten or twelve years’ standing; that 
their clerks are not solicitors of five years’ standing, nei- 
ther are they barristers of five years’ standing; but very 
shortly after the questions before stated the witness is 
told—*“ (1325) You stated, in answer to a question just 
now, that these clerks of the registrars must be solicitors 
or barristers of five years’ standing.” The witness had 
only stated what he thought, but he proceeds, in reply to 
this last remark, to state something else which he thinks. 
If, however, the witnesses had contented themselves with 
stating what they thought, and the Committee had ap- 
preciated the value of those ideas and rejected them, we 
should have had nothing to say on the subject, as the 
only result would have been to waste the time of the 
Committee. One witness from the Treasury had a theory 
to propound which the Committee tested as follows: — 
“ (1339) I suppose that you are really in favour of the 
principle of promotion by seniority tempered by selec- 
tion: would that meet your views? Yes; I think you 
should have some system of that kind.” “ (1347) You 
would not apply to the Treasury, for instance, the prin- 
ciple that the senior clerks should be taken from the 
outside world, would you? I think not. (1348) Then 
why should you apply a different, principle to such an 
office as the registrar's office from that which you would 
apply to an ordinary Government office like the Treasury.” 
The Committee then passed to another subject—the wit- 
ness’s theory for the benefit of the civil service having 
collapsed when it was proposed to apply it to himself. 
(To be Continued.) 








ELECTION TO AVOID A CONTRACT. 


Few questions present a more difficult and perplexing 
mixture of law and fact than the question, what circum- 
stances will, in the case of a person being entitled to 
avoid a contract, amount to evidence of his election not 
to avoid it? In all questions of election there are, as 
was pointed out by Bramwell, B., in Croft v. Lumley 
(6 H. L. 705), three possible states of fact to be con- 
sidered—the person entitled to avoid may have elected 
to avoid, or he may have elected not to avoid, or he may 
have made no election at all. Now the election to avoid 
involves a positive act of some kind, either an express 
declaration, or some act which necessarily supposes the 
election to have been made; it will not be assumed in 
favour of the person whose right it is to make it. 
The difficulty arises where the question lies between 
absence of election and election not to avoid, or, to 
use other words, between absence of election and 
election to affirm or continue [the contract. Here, 
again, if the person entitled to elect does an act 
which necessarily implies the continued existence of the 
contract, as in the case of a landlord distraining for 
rent, there is no difficulty; that act amounts to an elee- 
tion, and that whether he meant it to operate as an elec- 
tion or not, on the principle that a man must in his 
dealings with others be taken to mean what his acts or 
words necessarily import. But the difficulty arises where 
the act does not bear that necessary inference, or where 
the inference is based rather on his not acting than on 
his acting. In Croft v. Lumley the act relied on as 
amounting to an election not to avoid the lease was the 
taking a sum of money paid for the demised premises, 
the person paying it saying at the time that it was “the 
half-year'’s rent due at Michaelmas,” and the person 
taking it up saying at the time that he teok it “as com- 
pensation for the occupation of the premises merely, and 
not.as rent under an existing and unforfeited lease.” 
The point remained undecided, because the House af 
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Lords held that there had been no forfeiture at all; but 
we may point out that there seems to be a fallacy in 


ealling such an act an election. There was neither .an* 


intention to elect, nor was there any act from which the 
other side was entitled to infer an actual election, because 
the words spoken at the time contradicted it; nor was 
there an act by which the position of the other side was 
altered without his consent, because he allowed the 
money to be taken up, knowing well that the person 
taking it took it on adifferent footing from that on which 
he tendered it. The money, if offered on a condition, 
and not taken on that condition, was taken unlawfully, 
and might have been recovered back; but to infer an 
election from an act which both parties knew at the 
time not to be intended as an election, seems to be atiri- 
buting a kind of magical force to an act which no one 
would dream of attributing to words. If, however, any 
act is done by the person entitled to elect, which the 
other party may reasonably look upon as an act of elec- 
tion not to avoid, and the other party so considering it 
alters his position, it is a clear ease of estoppel; the one 
who had the power to elect cannot repudiate the infer- 
ence. Or if, after his power to elect arises, he remains 
passive for so long a time that the other party may 
reasonably suppose him to have elected not to avoid, and 
thereupon alters his position, the same result will follow. 
And no doubt, as was said in Clough v. London and 
North Western Railway Company (20 W. R. 189, 191, 
L. R. 7 Ex. 26), the lapse of a considerable time without 
any action being taken by the person entitled to elect 
would be good evidence on which a jury might find that 
he had elected in fact. But it seems not so clear that 
mere lapse of time without actual election would estop 
him, even if the delay were unreasonable, that is, more 
than could, under the circumstances, be reasonably 
required for coming to a decision, unless, at least, the 
other party had called upon him to elect, or unless the 
position of the other party had been injuriously affected 
by the delay. From the direction of Blackburn, J., to 
the jury in Morrison v. Universal Marine Insurance 
Company (21 W. R. 196, 198), and from Shoreditch 
Vestry v. Hughes (12 W. R. 1106), it seems that it would 
be so; but, on the other hand, in the judgment of the 
Exchequer Chamber in this case, a doubt is intimated on 
this point. And, indeed, if the not very lucid judgment 
in Morrison v. Universal Marine Insurance Company 
(21 W. R. 774, L. R. 8 Ex. 197) is to be thoroughly con- 
sistent, that proposition is in effect denied ; for it is ex- 
pressly said that “if there really was no election, it is 
wholly immaterial whether the plaintiff understood or 
had a right to understand the conduct of the defendants 
as amounting to an election, unless under that belief he 
altered his position.” But the only reason why the 
lapse of an unreasonable time should alone be considered 
as equivalent to an election not to avoid, or as taking 
away the power to avoid, is that the other party would 
have a right to understand such delay as amounting to 
an election ; and if this, apart from consequent injury, 
isa “wholly immaterial” circumstance, then the mere 
lapse of time is a wholly immaterial circumstance where 
there has been no actual election, and it would be equally 
- even though the other party had called upon him to 
elect. 


In Morrison v. Universal Marine Insurance Company 
(uli sup.) the plaintiff had, in effecting the policy sued 
upon, been guilty of a concealment (but not, as the jury 
found, a fraudulent concealment); but after the slip had 
been signed, and before the policy was issued, the defen- 
dants became aware of the facts, which ought to have 
been, but were not, disclosed; and after they had 
acquired this knowledge they issued a stamped policy 
without protest. In the Court below, on a rule for mis- 
direction, it was held by Martin, B,, that this conduct 
amounted to an estoppel; but Bramwell, B., refused to 
go so far, and held that, although it was a right and 
proper thing to issue the policy, because otherwise the 
plaintiff would have no opportunity of trying his right, 





hinge ~ 


yet the issuing it without a protest was such conduct as. 
threw on the defendants the onus of proving that the 
plaintiff did net understand, or had no right to under. 
stand, their conduct as amounting to an election, and 
that the Jearned judge who tried the case ought to have. 
so directed the jury. Both Martin, B., and Bramwell, 
B., therefore held that there had been a misdirection, ag 
the judge who tried the cause had, after explaining the 
nature of election, left it generally to the jury to say 
whether the defendants had elected not to avoid, 
Cleasby, B., dissented on grounds which do not appear 
very intelligible. In the Exchequer Chamber this deci. 
sion was reversed, on the ground that there was no 
estoppel, because the plaintiff's position had not been 
injuriously affected, and that, in the absence of the latter 
circumstance, it was immaterial whether the plaintiff had 
understood, or had a right to understand, the defendants’ 
conduct as amounting to an election. The judgment de. 
livered in the Exchequer Chamber is not, as we have men- 
tioned above, remarkable for its lucidity or method ; but, 
apart from the decision of the particular point that the de- 
livery out of astamped policy, after knowledge ofa conceal- 
ment, is really an immaterial circumstance (for that is 
its practical effect), the value of the case consists wholly 
in its laying down the general principle last mentioned; 
andit amounts in effect to this, that, although conduct 
which has the appearance of an act of election, or from 
which election may be, but need not necessarily be im- 
plied, is evidence on which a jury may find election asa 
fact, yet if they do not find it as a fact, it amounts to 
nothing at all, unless it has injuriously affected the 
position of the other party. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 
Hichway—Inciosure. 
Cubitt v. Maxse, C.P., 21 W. R. 789. 


This is an important decision, though not perhaps of 
very general application. The effect of it is that where 
in an inclosure award, under 41 Geo. 3, c. 109, the 
Commissioner sets out a public road, but the road is 
never completed so as to render the parish chargeable 
with it under 41 Geo. 3, c. 109, s. 9, and the road is not 
in fact used by the public, it is not a highway for any 
purpose; the acceptance of it as such by the public 
never having been made, and the statutory creation of 
it as a highway depending on the performance of all the 
statutory conditions. A difficulty in the way of this con- 
struction is, that the persons who are interested in the 
existence of the highway, cannot possibly insist upon its 
creation, for unless the highway is created, the public 
cannot insist on using it, and so making evidence of 
dedication and acrrptance; they are, therefore, entirely 
at the mercy of ti surveyor, except so far as they are 
protected by a very slender and inadequate penalty. 


Prrvcirpat ayp Acrext—Srock "ExcuANncE. 
Duncan vy. Hill, Ex. Ch., 21 W. R. 797, L. R. 8 Ex. 242, 


We have already referred to this case as decided in the 
Exchequer Chamber (17 8. J. 723), and we had before 
commented on the decision of the Court below (15 8.d. 
765). We notice it here for the sake of again drawing 
attention to the fact that the judgment is (we suppose 
designedly) silent as to the effect of the custom and rules 
of the Stock Exchange, on which the plaintiff chiefly 
relied. It is impossible not to regret that the Court have 
not thought it worth while to examine or to state ex- 
pressly whether, and how far, the contract between the 
broker and his outside principal may be affected by the 
existence of a custom, by which the broker is bound,and 
of which the principal would in many cases enjoy the 
advantage. As it is, the decision of the Court below has 
been reversed on a proposition of Jaw which was not 
disputed ; the proposition, namely, that, in the absence of 
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gpecial reason for holding the contrary, an agent pene 


recover against his principal for loss and expense caused 
by his own default. Beyond this, no proposition of law "i 


laid down. 





} 
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CrmumaL PLeapine—Fatse PRerences. 


Reg. v. Goldsmith, O.C.R., 21 W. BR. 791, L. BR. 2, C. C. 74. 


This is not a very satisfactory decision. Owing to the 
objection not being taken at the right time, the Court 
has pronounced no decision upon the question whether, 
in an indictment for obtaining goods by false pretences, 
it is sufficient to allege in the ordinary form that the 
prisoner obtained the goods by false pretences, or 


' whether the false pretences must be stated in the indict- 


ment. Treating the point as one arising on a motion to 
arrest the judgment, the Court, following the rule laid 
down recently in Heymann v. The Queen (21 W. R. 357, 
L.R. 8 Q. B. 102, see 17 S. J. 573), held that the defect 
was only at most an insufficiency, which was cured by 
the verdict. The inclination of opinion in the Court ap- 


‘peared to be that the indictment would have been good 


on demurrer. 





Improvement Expenses—Cuarce on Lanps. 
Ingoldby v. Board of Works of Plumstead, Ex. Ch., 21 
W. R. 817, L. R. 8 Ex. 178. : 
The decision in this case (commented on 17 S. J. 
164) has been affirmed by the Exchequer Chamber. 








REVIEWS. 


The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, with 
Rules of Procedure, arranged for notes and easy re- 
ference, Introductory Epitome and Complete Index. 
By Tuomas Preston. William Amer. 

Mr. Preston has reprinted the Act in a convenient 
form, and has appended to it a very copious index. He 
leaves every alternate page blank for notes and refer- 
ences to be entered upon—a feature which seems likely 
to be very generally approved. 





NOTES. 


Some time ago Mr. Maude decided at the Greenwich 
Police-court that the managing clerk to a firm of solicitors, 
who was an admitted attorney, but had not taken outa 
certificate, might appear and conduct proceedings. The 
magistrates at the Marylebone Police-court have, however, 
now laid down the rule that no attorney's clerks, whether 
articled or managing, will be heard, and that for the future 
*‘no other than a duly qualified attorney ” will be permitted 
to conduct proceedings in that court. There can be no 
question that the lax practice hitherto in vogue at many 
of the police-courts, has given rise to gross abuse. Mr. 
Mansfield mentioned a case where a clerk, each time he 
had attended before him, had bronght a letter from a 
different attorney, and solicitors who happened to be in 
court added instances of persons who had attended at the 
Courts, and falsely represented themselves to be attorneys’ 
clerks. It is to be hoped that uniformity of practice in 
this respect may be established in all the metropolitan 
Ppolice-courts. 

Professor Sheldon Amos has addressed a letter to the 
Times with reference to the recent Brussels Conference, in 
which he appears to intimate that the object of that con. 

was to advance the cultivation of a “moral senti- 
ment.” “The main or sole p of the conference,” 
he says, “was to collect together’ into a permanent and 
more or less firmly compacted isation a number of 


organisati 
_ competent persons i anes atd different States, and stand- 


ing, as it were, midway between mere far philan. 
thropists on the one hand, and mere colealiie tetbons on 
the other. The gradual elaboration of an international 





code and the introduction of a more general -system-of 
arbitration were only parts, though very essential parts, 
of a comprehensive scheme for progressively obliterating 
the causes of war. No sanguine expectations of speedy 
success were ever entertained by those who started the 
movement, nor were any precipitate measures ever in the 
minds of any. It was confessed throughout, both explicitly 


‘and implicitly, that the attainment of ahigh pitch of cer. 


tainty, unity, and general fairness inthe rules of Interna- 
tional Law must be quite asmuch the effect as the cause ofa 
higher mora] sentimert regulating international relations. 
But it was also felt that this moral sentiment i‘self can be 
largely advanced by the conscious efforts of individual 
persons working harmoniously together and approaching 
the subject from various points of view, whether juridical, 
political, or merely philanthropical in the narrowest 
sense.” 





From the report of the Incorporated Law Society of 
Liverpool we are glad to observe that the society now 
numbers 192 members, ten new members having been 
elected during the year. The committee, in reviewing the 
Judicature Act, express a strong opinion that, “as 
results of the Act, increased efficiency and economy will 
be effected in the judicial system; that money and time 
will be saved to suitors, and that considerable benefit will 
accrue to country practitioners.” With reference to the 
important question of the organisation of the profession, 
the committee say—‘‘ Your committee think it right to 
refer to the great advance made by the Incorporated Law 
Society of England towards this object. A f esh charter 
has been obtained by that society, raising the number of 
the Council from thirty to fifty, enabling the members of 
the society to vote by proxy for the election of forty 
members of the Council, and allowing the Council to hold 
meetings of the society in the provinces as well as im 
London. The remaining ten members of the Council are 
to be elected by the Council from the presidents of the 
various provincial law societies. At the recent election 


of members of the Council, ten of the most active members 
of the profession in the provinces were elected, amongst 
whom are Mr. F. S. Hull and Mr. W. A. Jevons; and your 
committee have no doubt that henceferward the Council 
will take a much more active lead in all matters that 
interest the profession throughout the kingdom.” 





As to matters of practice, the committee remark that 
their attention “ has been drawn, by the Hull Law Society, 
to the case of Torrance v. Bolton (20 W. R. 718, and on 
appeal 21 W. R. 134), which has reference to the pre- 
paration of particulars and conditions of sale, prior toa 
sale of property by public auction. The above societpaé 
the same time forwarded to the committee a copy of a re- 
solution, passed at a general meeting, which is as follows >— 
‘Having in. view the decision of Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
in the case of Torrance v. Bolton, and of the Lords 
Justices on appeal, this society recommends its mem~ 
bers, and the profession in the neighbourhood, either 
to print and distribute full particulars of property 
advertised for sale by auction with the conditions of sale 
annexed, or to have such particulars and conditions prepared 
and ready for inspection at least seven days before the day 
of sale, and that the fact of such inspection being granted te 
stated in the advertisements announcing the The 
committee, having considered the matter, passed a resolution 
expressing their concurrence in the recommendation of the 
Hull Law Society. The attention of the committee has alse 
been drawn to the variance in practice existing amongst the 
profession of Liverpool, with reference to charging a par- 
chaser at a sale by auction fora copy of the conditions of 
sale. As it is very desirable that uniformity ef practice 
should exist, the committee have passed a resolution express 
ing their opinion that a purchaser at a sale by auction ought 
to be supplied with a copy of the conditions of sale at the 
vendor's expense ; and the committee hope that in future 
this recommendation will be adopted by the profession 
generally.” 








The Canada Law Jowrnal says that of the present 
United States Senate it is stated that oat of the 74 
members, 46 are lawyers. , 
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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Frencu Courts AND ENGLISH LAWYERS. 


Sir,—Looking at the intimate commercial connection 
which now exists between this country and France, it will 
probably be a matter of.interest to many of your readers 
to, know that English lawyers, who may have applications 
to make on behalf of their clients before the Tribunals of 
Commerce, in France, will find themselves received and 
listened to with all deference and attention. 

I had occasion, during the past week, to address one of 
the Chambers sitting at Paris, and I am, therefore, in a 
position to speak from personal experience. 

I presume that the advantage I speak of is accorded by 
courtesy and not of right ; but it is sufficient to know that 
it exists. A BarRisTER. 

Temple, Oct. 31, 1873. 








APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Ricnwarp Metvitt Beacucrorr has been appointed 
Solicitor to Christ's Hospital, vacant by the resignation of 
Mr. Maberly, who has been appointed one of the Governors 
of the Hospital. 








SOCIETI“S AND INSTITUTIONS. 


BRISTOL ARTICLED CLERKS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


A meeting of tkis society was held ut the Law Library, 
on Monday evenng, the 20th ult., J. Inskip, Esq., solicitor, 
in the chair. Mr. Baylis opened in the affirmative on the 
subject: “Was the case of Coddington v. Paleologo (15 
W. R. 961, L. R. 2 Ex. 193) rightly decided?” Mr. A. 
E. Castle opposed, and the question was ultimately carried 
on the side of Mr. Baylis by a small majority. 








THE JUDICATURE ACT. 

Paper read by Mr. Burton, of London, at the meeting of 
the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association at 
Birmingham, on the 22nd October, 1873. 

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen,—I have felt much 
hesitation in preparing the few observations I propose to 
submit to you on the subject of that most important of 
recent measures, the Judicature Act, lest in thus address- 
ing, as I have the honour to do, a highly instructed 
audience, I may be telling them that which tuey already 
know as well or better than myself. But in the hope that 
since this Act became law many of you have been more 
pleasantly occupied than in mastering Acts of Parliament, 
I will venture to call your attention to those leading features 
of this measure which will have a direct bearing upon 
your every-day practice. Iam the more induced to do so 
because I have, from the time that the Jndicature Com. 
mission was first issued, taken a great interest in this 
question, and I have closely watched this Bill and every 
amendment that has been made in it. 

The Judicature Act is, no doubt, a great measure of Jaw 
reform. The Lord Chancellor has excusably claimed for it 
that it is the greatest of all the many law reforms that 
this generation has seen, and I think we may endorse that 
statement ; but at the same time I venture to submit that 
it is an error to say that this Act has established a fusion 
of Law and Equity. With three exceptions the distinctions 
between Jiaw and Equity will remain as well defined as 
they were before. The Act, I think, may properly be 
described as an Act for the amalgamation of the jurisdic- 
tions hitherto exercised by Courts of Law and Equity. 
The three exceptions to which I refer, as the only instances 
of a fusion of Law and Equity, are to be found in the 
sub-sections of section 25, where it is provided that choses 
in action shall be assignable, and that time shall not be 
of the essence of the contract in all cases in’ which, in 
Equity, it would not have been so held before the Act, and 
that the Siatute of Limitations shall not be set up by a 
trustee. I am not forgetting that all-important provision, 
the very key-stone of the Act, which declares that where- 





ever Equity and Law conflict, Equity shall prevail but 
this is not fasion of the two systems of law, but an assertion 
of the supremacy of Equity. To fuse Law and Equity 
would be to abolish all distinction between legal and 
equitable estates, to bring a sort of Statute of Uses to bear 
on the valuable and sacred institution of trusts, and, in 
fact, to interfere with a vast fabric which it would require 
a very learned and a very bold man to touch withont 
bringing it down upon his head. 

But although the Judicature Act has not fused Law 
and Equity, it has (as we shall presently see) abolished 
two great branches of equitable jurisdiction. The one 
the relief founded on the absence of a remedy at Common 
Law ; and the other the restriction by injunction of pro. 
ceedings in other courts. 

That the highest courts in the kingdom should either be in 
actual conflict in their jurisdictions, or that the strength 
of the jurisdiction of one court was to be founded on the 
assumed defect or weakness of the other, is to my mind 
incapable of justification and a blot upon our laws. 

That it was an evil to be abolished is proved by the fact 
that, notwithstanding the affection with which men cling 
to old institutions, the large majority of the opinions of able 
men collected by the Judicature Commission were in favour 
of its abolition. 

It was admitted that if a new society were establish- 
ing de novo a system of administration of -jastice, it would 
not set up two sets of courts holding two opposite kinds 
of law, and the one court laying a strong hand on the 
other court and preventing its giving effect to that which it 
held to be law. I will only detain you while I give you two 
instances out of many of the sort of scandal to which this 
state of things gave rise. A demurrer was filed in a suit 
in Chancery alleging that the plaintiff's bill showed a case 
for relief at law. This demurrer went to the Court of 
Appeal, and thence to the House of Lords. Of course when 
the House of Lords had decided this point, the clients had 
to be told that three or four years of litigation and £1,900 
or £2,000 of costs had only resulted in determining the 
Court in which the fight was to take place; that the 
merits had not been touched, and that this was merely a sort 
of legal prologue. In the other case a plaintiff filed his bill 
alleging that he had no relief at law, and this, according 
to the then state of the decisions, was strictly true. The 
case went through all its stages, but in the interval, before 
it came on for hearing, the Common Law Court of Appeal 
had reversed the decision of the Court below on which 
the statement that the plaintiff had no relief at law was 
founded, and therefore that statement was no longer true, 
and the Vice-Chancellor was compelled therefore, very re- 
luctantly, to dismiss the bill. Besides these, there were 
the frequent cases of bills filed to restrain trespasses, 
stoppages of light and air, and. the like, in which, after all 
the evidence had been taken at great cost, and the cause 
came on for hearing, an order was made for the cause to 
stand over, with liberty to the plaintiff to begin again at 
law. It is not to be wondered at that clients failed to 
understand that their solicitors had been honestly doing 
their duty, and had nut been executing some cunning 
device for the creation of costs, and we know that a large 
amount of scandal was given rise to, the obloquy of which 
fell upon the shoulders of our branch of the profession. 

We will now consider the remedy which the Legislature 
has devised, 

The provisions of the Judicature Act may be classed under 
two heads, The first and most important are those which 
abolish the conflict between Courts of Law and Equity by 
effecting the amalgamation of all the Superior Courts into 
one Supreme Court, which is constituted by the Act; and 
under this head also come all the provisions as to jurisdic- 
tion, procedure, and the like, nzcessarily flowing from this 
amalgamation. But the Lord Chancellor has taken the 
opportunity of the constitution of this Supreme Court to 
introduce some most important and radical changes in 
the administration of the law, entirely unconnected with 
te amalgamation, and these may be classed under a second 

ead, 

To consider, first, the amalgamation of jurisdiction. This 
is to be brought about by constitutingjone great Aula Regis 
to be called the Supreme Cont abibtadng as members 
all the judges of the Superior Courts of First Instance and 
Appeal, with some newly created judges. So that the first 
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at radical change that we have got to bear in mind is that 
every judge, instead of being a member of an independent 
court with a distinct jurisdiction, will be a member of some 
division of one and the same court—that is to say ‘‘ the 
Supreme Court.” 

But this Supreme Court is to consist of two branches ; the 
Court of First Instance is to be called ‘‘ Her Majesty’s High 
Court of Justice,” and the other branch is to be called ‘* Her 
Majesty's Ccurt of Appeal.” 

er Majesty’s High Court of Justice is to consist of the 
Lord Chancellor and all the Chancery judges, all the Common 
Law judges, and the judges of the Probate and Admiralty 
Courts. In deference to the objections raised by Chief Justice 
Cockburn in his memorable Ester to Lord Hatherley, the 
three Chiefs and the Master of the Rolls and their successors 
are to retain their present titles, but the successors of the 
Vice-Chancellors and Puisne Judges are to be called “Judges 
of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice,’ so that the old 
familiar title of Vice-Cbancellor will soon be among the 
things that are not. 

Her Majesty's Court of Appeal is to consist of the Lord 
Chance’ lor, the three Common Law Chiefs, and the Master of 
the Rolls as permanent judges, and nine ordinary judges, to 
consist of the Lords Justices and certain members of the 
Judicial Committee and new judges. The three Chiefs and 
the Master of the Rolls being judges of the first instance 
also, it is provided that the judges of the Court of Appeal 
shall not hear appeals from their own decisions. 

This being the constitution of the two branches of the Court, 
the Court of First Instance, that is to say the High Court of 
Justice, is to be broken up into the following five Divisions, 
that is to say :— 

One Chancery Division, consisting of the Lord Chancellor 
and the Chancery judges. 

Three Common Law Divisions, consisting of the chiefs and 
puisne judges of the three Common Law Courts, which, in 
deference to the Chief Justice’s letter, are to be called the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Common Pleas Division, and 
the Exchequer Division. 

The fifth Division is to include the Probate and Divorce 
aud Admiralty judges. 

It wiil be observed that in this distribution the Court of 
Bankruptcy would appear to be left out in the cold, but 
in fact when this Act comes into operation, as regards 
the constitution of the High Court, in November next year, 
the Court of Bankruptcy will cease to exist as a separate 
court, the functions of our most respected Chief Judge Vice- 
Chancellor Bacon will cease, and the business of Bankruptcy 
will thenceforth becbme part of the business of the Exchequer 
Division of the High Court. It is understood that Mr. Baron 
Bramwell will undertake the duties of this Court. 

It must not be imagined from what I have stated above, 
in regard to the five Divisions of the High Court being 
established under names corresponding with the names of 
the old courts, that (as has been stated) this great reform 
is to consist of a change in names only—for we shall pre- 
sently see, when we come to the provisions for the distri- 
bution of the busitiess among the courts, that this is farfrom 
being the case. 

With regard to the distribution of business among the 
five Divisions of the High Court, I think I shall most easily 
impress on you the result of the distribution if [ speak in 
general terms, and spare you the catalogue in the words of 
the Act. 

To the Chancery Division, therefore, is to be given all 
matters expressly given to the Court of Chancery by any 
Actof Parliament. This, of course, will give that Division 
exclusive jurisdiction in all applications under the Trustee 
Relief Acts, the Winding-up Acts, and other numerous 
Acts, also all administrative business--that is to say, 
administration, partnership and mortgage and lien suits, 
the execution of trusts, the setting aside of deeds or written 
instruments, specific performance as regards landed estates, 
and partitions, and all wardship of infants. 

It will be seen that this list does not include injunction 


+ Suits, specific performance of contracts not affecting land, 


as, for example, for the purchase of a’patent, and the whole 
category of suits for fraud, or misfeasance against trustees 
and persons in a fiduciary capacity, and others uot coming 
under the head of ‘execution of trusts” (an expression of 
very ambiguous meaning) or the rectification of deeds. As 
to all this class of cases, it is, under section 35, optional 
with the plaintiff to take his case either to the Chancery or 








any of the other Divisions subject to any rules that may 
hereafter be issued. 

To the Common Law Divisions, as I suppose they still 
may be called, is given exclusive jurisdiction only in such 
matters in which each Court formerly had exclusive juris- 
diction, that is, I assume, to the Queen’s Bench all criminal 
business ; to the Exchequer all revenue cases and the like ; 
and to the Common Pleas appeals from revising barristers. 
But, as I have already stated, to the Court of Exchequer is 
given all bankruptcy. 

Section 35 (a most important one) provides that subject 
to rules of court and to the power of transfer to be presently 
mentioned, and to the above rules for distribution of busi- 
ness, plaintiffs may select for their cases any Division of the 
Court which they may please, but if a plaintiff assigns his 
cause to the wrong Division, his proceedings are not to be 
void, but a judge may either direct it to be carried over to 
the proper Division, or retain it himself. Sothat the scandals 
to which I have referred arising frum failures, through the 
selection of the wrong Court, can never again arise. 

We shall, of course, have some rules under this section» 
otherwise there is nothing as the Act and present rules stand 
to prevent a plaintiff bringing an aciion of assault or for 
breach of promise of marriage before one of the Vice-Chan- 
cellors or the Master of the Rolls, and if he did do so, or 
anything equally absurd, his Honour could only get rid of 
it by getting it transferred by an order of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, with the concurrence of the Chief Justice of England. 

As the Act now stands, the only power of transfer from one 
Division of the Court to another, is under section 36, which 
provides that causes may be transferred from one Division 
to another in such manner as rules shall provide, and rule 
41 provides that any cause may be transferred from one Divi- 
sion to another by the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence 
of the Lord Chief Justice of England. 

It appears to me that so much of the good working of the 
Act must turn upon the effect given to this section by the 
rules, that I will pause to make some observations upon it. 
We know that hitherto, if a plaintiff by action sought to 
enforce an inequitable right, the defendant, as a matter of 


‘ right, and without the necessity of obtaining any leave, 


went to the Court of Chancery and had him restrained by 
injunction. And in like manner if a defendant to an action 
set up, an inequitable defence, the plaintiff could, as a matter 
of right, go to the Court of Chancery, and that Court would 
take the matter into its own hands and restrain the in- 
equitable defence. But how will the matter now stand. A 
plaintiff may seek in a Common Law Division to enforce an . 
inequitable claim founded on a Common Law right, ora 
defendant may set up a defence that a Court of Equity coul 
best understand how to deal with. In either case a remova 
to the Chancery Division, the Division most fitted to deal 
with the cise, would be practically impossible, for how 
impossible it would be to get two such high personages as 
the Lord Chancellor and the Chief Justice of England to- 
gether ; and if this difficulty were got over, the Chief Justice, 
asa Commcn Law Judge, would probably not see the un- 
fitness of his Division to deal with the matter. We know as 
a matter of fact that Common Law Judges, from long habit 
of thought, will not administer Equity. We know that the 
right to plead equitable pleas, and to administer interroga- 
tories, has turned out a dead letter before them. U: 
therefore, an easy transfer be given, when a case assumes 
an equitable complexion, the only hope of the party who 
relies on his equity, will be in the Court of Appeal. But 
even there he may find the Court constituted of a majority 
or entirely of Common Law Judges. As the Bill origmally 
stood, this impracticable mode of transfer was prescribed by 
the Act itself, but in deference to objections strongly urged 
by the UVouncil of the Law Society, the Lord Chancellor 
transferred it to the rules, which can, of courss, be from 
time to time easily altered. There will also be frequently 
cross actions brought in different Divisions of the Court, and 
it will be essential that there should be a more ready means 
of transferring them to the same Court than is provided by 
rule 41, There are to be no injunctions to restrain pro- 
ceedings, but effect is to be given to equitable defences, and 
any party may apply to the Court to stay any proceeding 
pending before it. 

And in order that the intention of the Legislature may not 
be misunderstood, section 24 further provides that the Court 
shall have power to grant al/ such remedies as the parties 
may ap entitled to in respect of every legal and equit- 
able claim, so that as far as possible all matters in contro- 
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versy may be completely and finally determined, end ali 
multiplicity of legal proceedings avoided. 

These- are the only observations that occur to me as 
necessary in regard to the branch of the Act which we have 
been diseussing; but before referring to the’ other class of 
clauses in the Act. I will make a very few observations in 
reference to the rules. 

A very cursory perusal of the rules will satisfy us that 
what are given in the schedule to the Act are 4 mere 
instalment of the rules that will be required, and they 
would thus far, with two exceptions, effect no great 
revolution in procedure. They are evidently only an 
instalment, a sort of sop to appease those noble lords who 
opposed Lord Hatherley’s Bill, because it contained no 
rules. It is evident also that they have been drawn by a 
Common Law mind, and yet they are to govern every 
action and suit and petition for divorce, to be commenced 
after the High Court is in operation. But lying perdu 
among these rules at the end of the Act there are to be 
found two rules that effect a most radical change in 
Chancery Procedure. The cneis as to pleadings, the other 
as to evidence. 

By rule 18 special pleading at Common Law and answer 
on. oath are abolished, and there is to be substitnted a 
brief printed statement by the plaintiff of his case, and a 
brief printed statement of the defendant’s defence. 

In Chancery, therefore, interrogatories and discovery 
are to be separated from what we have heretofore called 
the Answer, and this, no doubt, will much simplify the 
statement of the point in dispute and shorten the pleadings. 
This alteration was suggested by several of the papers 
sent in to the Judicature Commission, and I think will be 
an improvement. 

At Common Law, replications, rejoinders and surre- 
butters will soon be, things of the past. But lest the 
abolition of special pleading should lead to a difficulty of 
ascertaining the points in issue,a power is given to the 
judge to settle the issues where necessary. This has been 
the practice in Scotland and Indis-and some-of the colonies, 
and has been found to work well. This abolition of special 
pleading will probably have the effect of making the Com- 
mon Law mind less technical and more broad, and will 
prepare it for the administration of Equity, and let us hope 
that it will not do this at the cost of making it less legical. 

I think in practice the introduction of printing all the 
pleadings in every small common law action, and filing as 
well as delivering them, wil] add enormously to the cost 
and delay, and that this rule should be modified. But the 
purport of the rulesis to abolish resort to the form of an 
action merely as a means of debt collecting, and to adapt 
the forms of procedure only to cases where there is a real 
question to be tried. 

The other important alteration is to be effected by rule 
36 in the mode of taking evidence. Subject to rules of 
court all evidence is to be taken vird voce in open court. 
This, of course, applies at present equally to Chancery and 
Common Law, the exception only being that any parti- 
cular witness, for special cause and under special circum- 
stances, may give evidence by affidavit or upon interroga- 
tories. 

Most of us. will agree that nothing could be more unsa- 
tisfactory or less calculated to inform the mind of the 
Court of the truth, than the old mode of taking evidence 
in Chancery, and we shall all bail with satisfaction this 
alteration thus brought quietly about after years of fruit- 
les@ agitation. But it willbe a novel experiment to see 
& great cause, such as Gray v. Lewis for example, tried on 
the evidence of witnesses in court: One result will pro- 
bably be that if the Common Law: Jadges: and bar show 
an aptitade to deal with Equity cases, a very large pro- 
portion of what has hitherto been Chancery business will 
gravitate into the Common Law Courts. 

The other principal rules that are new are these :— 
All actions and suits are to becommenced by writ,and upon 
this writ is to be endorsed a short statement of the nature 
‘of the claim. Qnecannot help expressing surprise that 
after the failure that followed the introductiomof “ claims.” 
some years tince, this most inconvenient practice of com- 
— a to reduce into as short endorsement oo 

i story, that is to form:the subject of a bill 
Es Chancery, should be again made compulsory. _ 

Pisintiffs are to have power; on swearing to morits, to 


compel a defendant to do the same, or suffer judgment (a 
most useful provision, no’ doubt). 

There is'to be no failure of proceedings for non-joinder 
or misjoinder. 

Married women may sue, without either husband’ or 
next friend, on giving security for costs. 


Unliquidated: damages‘ may be made the subject of: 


set:off. 

And if a set-off exceeds the plaintiff's claim, judgment 
may be given for the defendant for the balance: (a most 
reasonable provision). 

The selection of the mode of trial, whether by judge or 
judges, or by judge and assessor, or by judge and jury, or 
by official referee, is to be-made in the first instance by the 
plaintiff and notified in the notice of trial. But the 
defendant may apply to the Court or a judge to vary. the 
mode of trial. 

The official referees, and all referees, must sit de die in 
diem. This, if acted upon, will prevent arbitrations from 
being the scandal that they have hitherto been. 

Either party may apply to the Court for an order in his 
favour, founded on any admissions in the pleadings, 
without waiting for the disposal of any other questions. 

Nonsuits. are to be as final as judgments for the defen. 
dant. 

There is @ very usefal rule, which was suggested by a 
member of the council, and which provides that; partners 
may sue and be sued in the name of a firm. This will 
make unnecessary the Bill, which I venture to call a very 
unwise Bill, that has been brought forward several sessions, 
proposing to enforce the registry of firms, 

It appears to me that these rules, applying as they do to, 
and laying down a uniform procedare in, all actions, have 
the effect of repealing the Bills of Hxchange Act, but. this 
will probably be rectified by the further rules. 

I now: propose to trouble you with only « very few ob- 
servations on those clauses.in the Act which do not neges+ 
sarily follow upon the amalgamation of’ the Courts, but 
which the Lord Chaneellor has considered this a fitting- 
opportunity to bring into operation, whea thus inaugurat. 
ing a great and new scheme for the administration o 
justice. 

The.first and most important of these is the abolition of 
the jurisdiction of the House of Lords as.a Court of Appeal, 
so far-as regards»appeals: from the Supreme Court, and 
power is given to the Queen in Council to transfer to the 
new: Court of Appeal colonial and ecclesiastical appeals, 
subject'tocertain provisions: as to adding an ecclesiastical 
element.’to the constitution of the Court in ecclesiastical 
cases. 

With regard to the abolition’of the appeal to the House 
of Lords, as the Bill originally stood, with only one appeal 
to the Court of Appeal, which might be constituted of only 
three judges; it did seem most unsatisfactory that cases of 
unlimited: amount and importance should be thus sum. 
marily and for ever disposed of: To remedy this it was 
suggested to the Lord Chancellor that the Court of Appeal, 
if they sbould think fit, might have a case re-heard before 
a greater number of judges, and this suggestion he readily 
adopted. If effect begiven to this provision, by re-hearing 
important cases before the fourteen judges, a more 
satisfactory Court of Appeal could hardly be desired. 

The Act contains provision for the establishment: of 
Divisional Courts: in the Chancery Division, and a judge 
may reserve any case for argument before a Divisional 
Court. This: will remove the anomaly, that while three 


or four judges sit in Westminster Hall to dispose of a case: 


involving £20, a: Vice-Chancellor sits alone in Lincoln’s-inn 
disposing:of cases involving as many thousands, 

But one pf the most important features in this part of 
the Act, is. the establishment of official referees and 
assessors (scientific or otherwise), and the power given to 
the Court (without the coment of the parties being neces» 

) of directing causes or specific inquiries to be tried 
‘before such referees, ov. before special referees, or to call 
in the aid: of such. assessors. And it will be: observed 


with satisfaction that two of the great objections to arbi«. 


tration ate removed, or,, at. least, modified, by. its: being: 
provided thet the referee, instead of being, 19 heretofore, 


the final judge. of law and fact; is to report to eae 


and the t either adopt or reject his report 





alee by its being as Lhavo already stated, thasithe: 
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referee shall sit de die in diem. But a nice question may 
rise on this part of the Act (s. 56), and unless the judges 
give a broad construction to this section, it may he that 
the whole provision may turn out a dead letter. The 
clause giving a judge power to refer is made “ subject to 
uch right as may now exist to have particular cases sub- 
mitted to the verdict of a jury.” Now I knowof no such 

icular cases, On the contrary, it seems to me, that 
at present every man has a right to have every question 
of fact arising at common law submitted to a jury, except 
only questions of account coming within the provisions of 
the Common Law Procedure Act. 

There is a provision that in the administration of the 
estates of deceased persons dying insolvent, the rules in 
bankruptcy shall be adopted as regards the proofs of 
secured creditors, and as to the valuations of annuities, 
tontingent debts, and the like. This will be an improve- 
ment in the law, for the rule in Chancery a3 to the proof 
of debts by secured creditors, no doubt, gave them an 
unfair advantage 

The four terms are to be abolished. But vacations are 
not to be abolished, but they are to be regulated by rules 
of Court. 

The only other clauses to which I need refer are those 
relating to District Registries, with which probably you are 
all familiar. It will depend upon the rules to be prescribed 
what powers the Registrars are to have, and what duties 
they are to perform. Probably in cases in the Common Law 
Division they will have the same powers that the judges or 
masters exercise in Chambers, and in cases on the Chancery 
side, they will only take inquirics and accounts on special 
The Act, so far as relates to the power to fix 
districts, and make rules, is now in operation, and it is pre- 
sumed that these will be issued some time before the [igh 
Court is itselt existing. Probably, in the first instance, the 
experiment will only be tried in a few largetowns. Where 
the attorneys on both sides reside in the same town, and in 
eases not involving much difficulty, these provisions will 

obably be a convenience, But one can foresee on the other 
hand that in cases where the parties are at a distance, or 
‘in cases of importance, where appeals from the Registrar 


‘would be frequent, much inconvenience would arise, and | 


whether the measure will turn out a boon or ths contrary, 
will depend upon the readiness with which the judges will 
“entertain applications for removal. 

As the Bill was drawn, the power to apply for removal 
was given to the defendant only, but it was pointed ont 
to the Lord Chancellor that a plaintiff might after issuing 
his writ before the Registrar, find the case involving more 
‘difficulty than he anticipated, and be himself desirous of 
Temoving it, and accordingly the Bill was altered by giving 
the power to either party. 

The clauses are not compulsory and volenti non fit inju- 
ia. If they work well they will probably be largely 
adopted. Ifthe contrary they will soon fall into disuse. 

I must not omit tocall your attention to one more clause, 
‘and that is to us a very important one. We are to cease 
to be attorneys—that word which grates so harshly on the 
‘ears of our wives and daughters. 
“Solicitors of the Supreme Court.” 
our new dignity. 

Gentlemen, I hope I have succeeded in conveying to you, 
Without wearying you, the main featares of this very 

important Act. Itis a great experiment. Whether it 
will tarn out for the next twenty years, until a new race 
of men shall be at the Bar and on the Bench, ablessing or 
the reverse will, in my belief, depend upon the temper in 
which the Common Law Judges interpret it, and act upon 
it, If it be adopted by the Common Law Judges (for it is 
‘in the Common Law Division that the real change is to be 
Worked out) in a broad and liberal spirit, it will simplify 
litigation, and avoid much scandal, But if it be received 
inthe same sort of captious spirit in which the composition 
deeds were dealt with under the old -Bankraptey Act, 
— for the next twenty years will ha¥é @ rough time 


May we all rise to 


Tn conclusion, I would say, that I had intended to have 


inted out the many important: improvements introduced 
this Act upon the suggestion of the Council of the 

i Law Society, but I found that it would have 
too much to the length of this already lengthy 


| @eper. I will only, therefore, observe that there have been 





We are to be called | 





no measures of law reform within my recollection in the 
passage of which through the Legislature the honesty of 
purpose and the usefulness of the Incorporated Law Society 
have been more displayed. And I am boand to add that 
the manner in which the suggestions of the Council were 
received, in the same broad spirit in which they were 
tendered, does honour to the great mind of the present 
Lord Chancellor. 








LEGAL ACCOUNTANTS. 


At the Keighley County Court, on the 22nd ult., 
before Mr. W. T.S. Daniel, Q.C., judge, George Char- 
nock, Bingley, sought to recovera sum of £11 Os. 9d. for 
goods sold and delivered to David Earnshaw, Harden. The 
defendant disputed the amount, and stated that the 
plaintiff had disposed of his debts to others, and that he had 
received a document from London demanding payment. 
The document referred to was handed to his Honour, 
who reid it aloud tothe Court. It was as follows :— 


[LEGAL DEPARTMENT. ] 
The United Kingdom Mercantile Offices, 
22, Chancery Lane, Fleet Street, London. 

It having become evident from your silence that extreme 
measures wiil be required to recover the debt against you at 
these offices, we have to intimate that on expiry of THREE 
DAYS from your receipt of this notice, the necessary steps 
will be taken towards obtaining a warrant of EXECUTION 
AGAINST YOUR GOODS and CHATTELS, failing which a warrant 
of IMPRISONMENT FOR CONTEMPT OF covRT will be applied 
for, the expense of all which will fall on you to pay. No 
further notice of aay kind can be sent.—We are, your obedient 
servants, J.C. Morrison & Co., Accts, 
His Honour asked the plaintiff whether that had been 
seat to the defendant by his (plaintiff’s) authority, to 
which he replied that he had put his debts in the hands 
of the firm referred to, but had not authorised them to 
send that note —His Honour: Were they acting as your 
agents ?—Plaintiff: Yes, your Honour.—His Honour said 
this was one of the gross abuses of county courts by which 
some persons tried to make people understand that county 
courts were intended and used as an oppression of the 
poor debtor. The persons who had issued that note had 
been guilty of contempt of court. He asked whether any- 
one connected with it was in court, and was answered in 
the negative. He then asked what right any person had 
to threaten that a warrant of imprisonment would be 
applied for, for contempt of court, because a demand of 
that kind was not complied with ? Such a person was 
guilty of contempt of court.—No particulars of the claim 
had been furnished, and the case was adjourned for the 
purpose of these being supplied before next court day.— 
Keighley News. 








In our account of the meeting of the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association last week, we ought to have 
mentioned that’s most sumptuous dinner was given by 
the Birmingham Law Society on the 21st ult. (the first day 
of the meeting) at the Great Western Hotel, under the 
presidency of Mr, Arthur Ryland, of which 112 persons 
(hosts and guests) partook. 


The Scotsman reports an important casein the Small- 
Debt Court of Edinburgh. The circumstances were briefly 
these. A Mr. M’Vey was passing along Princes’-street on 
the 18th of September last, with his umbrellaup, to protect 
him from a showerof rain that was falling at the time. 
Opposite the shop of Mr. J. P. Hutton, Mr. M’Vey's 
umbrella came in contact with Mr. Hutton’s sunshade, and 
emerged from the collision torn. The proprietor of the 
injared- umbrella brought an action for damages against 
Mr. Hutton, grounding his case on the fact, which was 
admitted, that Mr. Hutton’s sunshade was not so accu 
adjusted asit ought to have been, owing toa nail whi 
proved not to have been equal to the cecasion, having beer 
substituted for the proper pin. After daly 
evidence and inspecting the injured subject, which was 
produced in public and found to be black, but whether new 
or old was not stated, the learned sheriff decided that the 
old umbrella should be re-covered with “black silk of as’ 
near a pattern to the old one as could be found, at Mr. 


Hatton's expense. 
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THE NEW SCALE OF COMMISSION. 
ScaLe of Commisston proposed by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society for the remuneration of Solicitors fcr 
' their skill, labour, and responsibility in respect of Loans and Sales. 

The Commissicn is to include all charges for negotiation, but is to be exclusive of all disbursements and of charges 
for searching and registering in Register Counties, also of journeys out of England, and any extra work occasioned 
by changes occurring in the course of the business, such as the death or insolvency of a party to the transaction. It 
is not to include any business of a contentious character, nor any proceedings in any Court, such as an app lication for 
a vesting Order, or payment of money into Court on a Chancery Sale. 


As To FREEHOLDS AND CopyHOLDs. 
Loans. 

| MorrGaGor’s SOLIcITOR. Morreacer’s Soxicitor. 

For every £100 up to £2,000 ; A sum equal to {ths of the Mort- | £2 per cent. 
| gagee’s Solicitor’s allowance 

And in addition 

After the first £2,000, for every £100 up to Ditto ditto £1 per cent. 
£15,000 

And in addition 

After the first £15,000 Ditto ditto 4 per cent. 

Loans under the Drainage Acts—On County and) The Council is not prepared to At the rate of 4 of the allow- 
Borough Rates—Dock Dues—and for other pur- suggest a scale for the remunera-| ance of the Mortgagee’s 
poses under Statutory powers, and Securities, tion of the Mortgagor’s Solicitor | Solicitor. 
of a like nature. on this class of securities 


Sales and Furchases. 


; Venpor’s SoLicitor. !PurcHaseEr’s Sortciror. 
For every £100 up to £1,000 | A’sum equal to ?tts of the Pur- | £3 per cent. 
chaser’s Solicitor’s allowance 





And in addition | 
After the first £1,000, for every £100 up to Ditto ditto £2 per cent. 
£5,006 
And in addition 
After the first £5,000, for every £100 up to Ditto ditto £1 per cent. 
£50,000 | 
And in addition 
After the first £50,000, for every £100 | Ditto ditto 4 per cent. 
Fractional parts of £100 to be reckoned as £100. 


The commission on sale of leaseholds for terms not exceeding originally 100 years shall be one-fourth less than 
the scale on sale of freeholds and copyholds. . 


Where the same solicitor acts for both mortgagor and | of the aggregate of which, in the absen ce of a specia 
mortgagee, he ‘should have the mortgagee’s solicitor’s agreement, the vendor should bear two-fifths and the 
allowance, and one-fourth of the allowance of the mort- | purchaser three-fifths. 
gagor’s solicitor. | Sales in lots to be treated as separate transactions if 

Where a loan on mortgage forms part of a sale and | lots are sold to separate purchasers. 
purchase transaction, and the same solicitor acts, the | On sales by auction, if a contract is not entered into for 
solicitor should be entitled to half the allowance for a | the sale of the property, or (if there be more than one lot) 
mortgage in addition to the allowance for a sale and pur- | for the sale of all the lots, then tie vendor's solicitor 
chase. shall have only one-third of the allowance calculated on 

Where the same solicitor acts for both vendor and pur- | the reserved price of the property, or of the several lots 
chaser, he should have the purchaser’s solicitor’s allowance, | unsold. 
and one-fourth of the allowance of the vendor's solicitor, ' 


[Specimen Table. | 
Loans. Sales. Loans. Sales. 
Mortgagor’s Mortgagee’s Vendor's Purchaser’s | Mortgagor’s Mortgagee’s Vendor's Purchaser's 
Solicitor. Solicitor. Solicitor. Solicitor. | Solicitor, Solicitor. Solicitor. Solicitor. 
8. 8. £ | £ s. £ ee F 
10 5 3 0 80 99 0O 
0 10 6 10 90 97 10 
15 9 } 0 100 105 «(0 
12 110 112 10 
15 120 120 0 
30 157 10 
60 195 
70 | 270 
90 | 345 
110 f 420 
See above as to the reduction in the case of Leaseholds. 


SRISRaaawny 
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At the Huddersfield borongh revision before Mr. Camp- A telegram in the Manchester Guardian states that on 
bell Foster, on Tuesday, Mr. Mills (the Liberal agent) took | Saturday evening Mr. Dudley Field, president of the Amori- 
objection to Mr. George Sykes appearing, as he was not | can Committee, and M. Molos, delegate of the Association 
an attorney, and he did not know by what authority he | for Codification of the Rules of International Law, brought 
appeared.—The Revising Barrister said the statute provi- | together # meeting at Paris, including Mr. Washburne, 
ded that « claimant might appear by an agent.—Mr. Mills | United States Minister; General Reade, two members of 
said it had never beep the practice in that or any other | tho Institute, and M. Frederic Passy, seeretary general of 
court.—The Revising Barrister—Ob, yes ; it is the practice | the Society of the Friends of Peace. Mr. Dudley Field 
at Leeds, Wakefield, and Halifax. Mr. Sykes is clearly | gave a brief account of the conferenee recently held at Brus- 
an agent, and therefore has a locus standi in the court. sels. 
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ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


list or GeznTLEMEN applying to be admitted as 

_ Arrorneys, and for Rz-Apmission; and Taxrine Our 
and Renewat of Cerriricares. 

Alford, William.—Articled to Edmund K. Blyth 10, St. 
Swithin’s lane 

Allan, Charles George—James T. Simpson, 62, Moorgate 
street. 

Allen, Samuel—William B. Fernell, Sheffield. 

 Bantoft, W., the younger—Sephen A. Notcutt, Ipswich. 

Bervard, Edward Ernest-—-Henry Livett, Bristol. 

Barrett, Joseph—Thomas W. Buckler, 137, Fenchurch 
street. 

Batten, Thomas—George Spackman, Bradford, Wilts. 

Bean, Wm. Henry Rodbard—Philip J. W. Cooke, 
Gloucester ; Hy. W. Purkis, Lincoln's inn fields.5 

Booth, John Edward—Henry Appleton, Leeds. 

Bowers, Wm. Henry Bowyer—John Jelf, Birmingbam 

Bowling, Arthr. Masterson Law—Henry P. Bowling, 26, 
Essex street, Strand. 

Bowman, John Frederick—William D. Freshfield, 5, Bank 
buildings. 

Boyce, Herbert Edward—Samuel Bircham, 46, Parliament 
street. 

Bray, Henry Malthus—Reginald Bray and Francis R. 
Warren, 99, Great Russell street. 





_ Brewis, John—George S. Ranson, Sunderland. 


Broadbent, Spencer—Frederic Broadbent, Bolton ; John P. 
Robinson, Liverpool. 

Brockman, Alfred Drake—Ralph T. Brockman, Folkestone. 

Brooke, Horace George—Robert FF. Dalrymple, 46, 

- Parliament street. 

Brown, Maurice—Francis Brown, Peterborough. 

Browne, Edward Utten—Edward Field, Norwich; J. P. 
Hill, 6, John street, Bedford row. 

Budd, Samuel—William J. Battishill, Exeter. 

pe John Howard—John George L.. Bulleid, Glaston- 

ury. 

Bullford, Charles Edward— William S. Jones, Malmesbury. 

Burnley, William---Henry B. Harle, Bradford. 

Cheale, Sidney Alexander—Frank Wm. Stone, Tunbridge 
Wells ; W. Sprott, Mayfield, Sussex. 

Churton, John Weaver—William H. Churton, Chester. 

Clark, Jonathan, the younger—John A. Redhead, 13, 
Southampton street. 

Collins, Charles—Timpron Martin, Liverpool; H. W. 
Collins, Liverpool. 

Court, James Phillips—Frederick North, Liverpool ; W. W. 
Wynne, 115, Chancery lane. 

— William—James Martin, Battle ; Edwin Martin, 

ttle. 

Cumming, Alexander—William S. Yarington, Ipswich. 

Cunliffe, Walter—John F. Marsh, Warrington; James R. 
Buckton, Warrington. 

Curling, Perey Bonce—Charles B. Lever, 49, Bedford row. 

rts Charles Henry—John M. Clabon, 21, Great George 
street. 

Deck, Henry Ragland, B.A.—D.and A. H. Russell, Lendal. 

De Soyres, Philip—Robert T. Campion, Exeter. 

Dew, Griffith Davies—R. M. Shipman, Manchester; J. W. 
Randal, 10, King’s Bench walk. 

Dickson, Geor erbert—Joseph B. Dickson, Preston. 

Dodd, Charles Walters—John D. Finney, 6, Furnival’s inn. 

Dow, Edward Augustus—Dalton T. Miller, Sherborne lane ; 
W. H. Stephens, 30, Bedford row. 


Du Moulin, Chas. N icholas—Algernon S. Field, Leamington. 


ford, Francis Mount—Charles R. V. Longbourne, 26, 
Lincoln's inn fields. 
ang John James—Octs. C. T. Eagleton, 84, Newgate 
t. 


Edwards, Stanley—Frederick R. Partridge, Lynn. 

Biliott, Albert Augustine—James Hopgood, 17a, Whitehall 
Ferguson, Daniel Laurence—Frederick J. Rhodes, Alford. 
Fernell, Henry Geo. Tudor—Wm. Smith, Sheffield. 


| Ferbank, William—Charles B. Fox, Newport. 
| Flint, Charles Albert—Herbert T. Sankey, Canterbury. 


, Edwa. Walker Webb—Edwd. Browning, Redditch ; 
ony C, Browning, Redditch ; Charles N. Cole, 30, Essex 


‘Freeman, John Tillearni—John Hopgood, 17a, Whitehall 





Geare, Henry Cecil—Chas. P. Wood, 6, Raymond buildings. 

Ghest, John, the younger—John A. Foyster, Manchester ; 
Fred. Weatherall, 7, King’s Bench walk. 

Grey, Hubert Allen—W. H. Duignan, 15, Bedford row ; 
J. R. Fenwick, 12, Fenchurch street ; Chas. G. G. Rush- 
worth, 15, Bedford row. 

Haines, George William—Philip J. W. Cooke, Gloucester ; 
John Andrews, 12, Bedford row. 

Hamer, Henry—Joseph Rayner, Liverpool. 

Hamshaw, John Lovell—Henry Potter, Farnham. 

Harman, Orlando George—Alfred H. Crowther, 7, Gray's 
inn square. 

Harvey, Richard—Charles Gammon, 5, Barge yard. 

Harvey, Henry Fairfax—Henry Thurnal!, Royston. 

Hastings, Alfred Gardiner—Edward Futvoye, 23, John street 

Heath, Alfred Samuel—Samnuel Heath, Basinghall street. 

Hedger, Philip F. Frushard—James Sharp, Southampton ; 
Edward Harrison, Southampton. 

Hime, George—Henry W. Collins, Liverpool; Timpron 
Martin, Liverpool. 

Hinton, Edmund—James Blenkinsop, Euston Station; RB. 
F. Roberts, Euston Station. 

Hooper, F. Montgomery B.—Henry W. Hooper, Exeter. 

Hopkins, John Leifchild—R. G. K. Brookes, Stow-on-the- 
Wold; Robert J. Brookes, Stow-on-the-Wold; William 
Perry, 1, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hudson, Thomas— William H. Talbot, Manchester. 


| Jackson, Ernest Gratian—Joseph G. Jackson, Belper. 


James, Edward—John S. Torr, 38, Bedford row. 

Jeans, John Locke—Frederick J. Rhodes, Alford. 

Jennings, Prederick William—William Jennings, 34, Lime 
street ; Henry Ford, Portsea. 

Kennedy, Arthur—Thomas Kennedy, 26, Chancery lane. 

King, Edward—Joseph Francis Kingdon, Wirksworth. 

Langworthby, Frederick—R. Andrews, Modbury. 

Ledgard, John Armitage—J. Richardson, Manchester. 

Lee, Edward—E. V. Lewis, 61, Cheapside. 

Leeds, Charles Edward—J. Sparke, Bary St. Edmunds. 

Lindsell, Frederick R. Barber—R. Hillman, Lyme Regis 
R. W. Hillman, Lyme Regis. 

Ling, Frederic Gaskell—F. Cross, Halesworth. 

Lucas, Ernest P. Bourne—T. F. Allison, Louth. 

Makin, Robert Henry—Wm. Blackmore, Liverpool; and 
3, Founder’s court, Lothbury 

Martin, Thomas Frederick—T. Martin, 155,Cannon street: 
L. W. Gregory, 155, Cannon street. 

Meres, Frederick Augustus—T. Sismey, 11, Serjeant’s Inn. 

Middlebrook, William —J. H. Priestley, Barton-on-Humber. 

Mills, Frederick William—H. R. Lempriere, 56, Lincoln’s 
inn fields. 

Minshall, Philip Henry—W. Shaen, 8, Bedford row; C. 
Minshall, Oswestry. 

Mould, John Clarke—Messrs. Latham & Paddison, Melton 
Mowbray. 

Maurcott, Edwin—G. C. Greenway, Warwick. 

Nash, William—J. H. Cotterill, 45, Threadneedle street. 

Northgraves, Charles—R. H. Dawson, Kingston upon Hull 

O'Brien, Lucius Melville—Thomas Harrison, Stanton,” 
Southampton. 

Owen, Morris—R. D. Williams, Carnarvon. 

Parton, George Adolphus—William Clark, 66, Gresham 
House. 

Paxton, John—R. Dougias, Derwick upon Tweed. 

Pearce, James Collins—T. Kipping, 45, Essex street. 

Peddar, Sydney Hampden—T. P. Cobb, 41, Pinsbury 
circus. 

Pinsent, Richard Alfred—T. S. James, Birmingham. 

Pomeroy, Edward Boyce—E. P. Clarke, Wymondham ; J. 
White, Wymondham. 

Porter, Thomas Simpson—L. Jessopp, Bedford. 

Preston, Donald William—<A. Preston, Norwich. 

Prichard, Iiltyd Moline—R. Cuntiffe, 43, Chancery lane. 

Pritchard, Wm. Benning—A. J. Pritchard, 7, Knight Rider 
street, H. J. Francis, 36, Lincoln's inn fields. 

Quelch, Francis—S. D. Worship, Liverpool. 

Quilter, Charies—J. Beanmont, 53, Coleman street. 

Rawlinson, Francis—J. Pool, Ulverston. ; 

Reeves, Edmond Whitelock—H. W. Reeves, 44 Lincoln's 
inn fields. 

Rickards, Arthar Torrianse—H. Heald, 23, Throgmorton 
street ; H. R. Hill, 39, Old Bread street. 

Robinsen, John—W. S. Robinson, Sunderland. 
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‘Rundle, Richard Albert—R. E. Moore, Plymouth. 

Sager, William—J. Stansfield, Todmorden. 

Sanders, Oliff George—B. Norton, 2, Gresham buildings ; 
G. T. Powel, 33, King street, Cheapside. 

Saxby, Joseph—J. Peacock, Manchester. 

Scott, John Sefton—J. Boulton, Blackburn. 

Sheppard, Hobart M’Lean P.—Thomas Horwood, 7, New 
Broad street. 

Shipton, Thos., the younger—T. Shipton, Chesterfield. 

Smith, Alfred Oxnard—J. Watson, Durham. 

Spender, Frank Richard—J. Sparks, Bradford-on-Avon. 

Stevens, Samuel George—T. L. Wilson, 3, Westminister 
chambers. 

Stow, Montague Haslam—T. S. Preston, 35, Lincoln’s inn 
fields. 

Sullivan, John Mortimer—C. K. Sharp, 31 and 32, Lom- 
bard street. 

Sumner, John Bird—J. W. Addlesham, Manchester. 

Sykes, Alfred—T. H. Ramsden, Huddersfield. 

Talbot, John Edward—W. H. Talbot, Manchester. 

Tanner, Arthur—R. H. Otter, Bristol. 

Tanner, William—W. J. Bruty, Chelmsford. 

Terry, William Curtis—O. Richards, 16, Warwick street, 
Regent street. 

Theobald, John Theophilus—J. P. Theobald, 8, Furnival’s 
inn. 

Thomas, George—E. G. Powell, Carnarvon ; J. H. Roberts, 
Carnarvon. 

Thomas, Matt. Watson, the younger.—H. W. Nelson, 26, 
Martin’s lane, Cannon street. 

Thompson, Henry—G. Haigh, Liverpool. 

Tippets, Wm. J. Berriman—J. B. Tippetis, 5, Great St. 
Thomas Apostle; J. B. Tippetts, the younger, 5, Great 
St. Thomas Apostle. 

Toller, Ernest Edward—Messrs. Upton & Co., 20, Austin- 
friars. 

Treacher, John—W. A. Brown, 35, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

Tudor, John—J. R. Cobb, Brecon. 

Walker-Jones, Francis A.—C. Meredith, 8, New square. 

Walker, Hugh Mewburn—T. Walker, 12, Furnival’s inn. 

Waller, Arthur—G. Waller, 75, Coleman street. 

Wallingford, Alfred Bishop—E. A. Wallingford, St. Ives. 

Walters, Frank—L. Walters, 3, Finsbury circus. 

Ward, Charles Bernard—H. E. Hunt, Nottingham. 

Warne, Harry Duke—J. T. Prau, Rochester. 

Waugh, Edward Lamb—E. Wangh, Cockermouth. 

White, Henry Arthur—A. W. White, 12, Great Marlborough 


street. 

Wilkes, John James—T. Clayhills, Darlington. 

Williams, Robert Jones—T. T. Kelly, Mold. 

Williamson, James, the younger.—J. Williamson, 6, John 
street, 

Wise, William—J. J. Wise, Ashbourne. 

Woodforde, Randolph—J. Stone, Bath. 

— James Thomas—W. J. Reed, Kingston upon 
Hull. 

Worsley, James Edwardson—W. Beaumont, Warrington ; 
W. H. Brook, Warrington. 

Wright, William—James Wright, 8, New inn, Strand. 

Young, Adrian—H. Young, 6, Serjeants’ inn. 

Young, John Arnold—Alfred Grundy, Bury. 


Norices of Apmission for Micuartmas Term, 1873, pur- 
suant to Judges’ Orders. 

Andrews, Henry—S. B. Merriman, 25, Austinfriars. 

Calcott, George L. Berkeley—J. Newton, Leighton Buzzard; 
F. M. B. Caleott, 52, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

Godfrey, Joseph Wallace—J. W. Budd, 20, Austinfriars. 

Greatheed, William—Wm. Ledsam, 17, Lincoln’s inn fields ; 
H. Chaplin, 19, Lincoln’s inn fields. ’ 

Hankinson, George Henry—R. K. Cooper, Manchester. 

Overell, Albert Edward—W. Overell, mington Priors, 

Pope, John Noble Coleman—W. Leonard, Bristol. 

Smith, Francis Peters—E. B. Jennings, Barton upon Trent. 

Stanway, Edward Fancutt—P. C. F. Tatham, 13, Knight 
Rider street. 

Taylor, Henry Alfred—G, R. Jaquet, 15, South street. 

Tyrer, Alfred—W. K. Tyrer, Liverpool. 


Norices of Apmisston for Micuartmas Vacation, 1873, 
pursuant to Judges’ Orders, 

Allen, Samuel—W. B. Fernell, Sheffield. 

Bennett, Charles Hudson—E. Jennings, 40, Chancery lane. 














Davies, Jesse Thomas—T. Davies, 33, Moorgate street 
J. P. Poncoine, the younger, 38, Moorgate street, 

Palethorpe, Henry John—H. J. Philbrick, Halifax. 

~~ Thomas Robert—T. Loughborough, 23, Austin. 

riars. 

Smith, Henry Stanley—A. Hughes, 9, New square, Lin- 
coln’s inn. 

Stevens, William Richard—E. P. Cearns, 6, St. Thomag’ 
street. 

Stocken, Walter—W. Stocken, 134, Leadenhall street. 

Tilleard, John Alexander—W. Goddea, 34, Old Jewry ; J. 
Watney, jun., 16, London street. 

Walker, John Hamilton—R. Caparn, Holbeach. 

Wheatly, Edward—R. B. Wheatly, 7, New inn. : 

White, William Henry—F. T. White, Boston; T. M. 
Davenport, Oxford ; C. J. Abbott, 8, New inn. 

Notices of Apmisston for Trintry Term, 1873, pursuant 
to Judges’ Orders. 

Chapman, Samuel—W. O. Boyle, Bridgwater. 

Staples, John James—F, W. St. Barbe, Lymington ; E. 
Jackman, Lymington. 


Norices of Apmisston for Trrnrry Vacation, 1873, pursuant 
to Judges’ Orders. 


Beck, Ralph Coker Adams—S. A. Beck, Ironmongers’ 
Hall. 

Hill, Charles Watson—Messrs. Rhodes, Market Rasen, 

Stephens, Thomas English—J. Grace, Liverpool. 


Nortces of Apmisston for Trrxiry Term, 1873. 


Bathe, Richard Garlick—J. Soames, Petersfield, Sonth- 
ampton. : 

Breed, Edward Aries Thos—H. Bedford, Amersham. 

Clark, Alfred—F. J. Ridsdale, 15, Gray's inn square. 

Coates, William Henery—H. Reddish, Manchester. 

Cox, William—D. R. Lewis, Swansea. 

Dixon, Alfred Gill—W. Moordaft, Cockermouth. 

Hand, Henry—L. Hand, 22, Coleman street. 

Hargreaves, Henry—W. Wheeler, Blackburn. 

Henderson, Chas, Frederick—A. Henderson, Bristol; E. E. 
Salmon, Bristol. 

James, Edward Nugent—J. T. Ballock, Purton, near 
Swindon. 

Jones, William—J. P. Ingledew, Cardiff. 

Kirby, Alfred—T. II. Kirby, Coventry. 

Lawes, Claudius Francis O.—F. 8. 
Yarmouth. 

Locke, Charles Wollaston—%. 8. Champion, Brighton, J. 
M. Pollard, Ipswich. 

Major, Seymour Edward—C. E. Freeman, 20, Gutter lane. 

Mitchell, Charles Henry—R. T. Wilkinson, Sunderland; 
H. Ritson, Sunderland. 

Norton, Joseph—J. Abbott, 65, Cambridge terrace. 

Palmer, Henry—R. E. Clarke, Thetford; O. F. Read, 
Thetford. 

Pearce, Arthur—W. Pearce, Portsea. 

Prankard, Archibald Arthur—H. C. Nisbet, 35, Lincoln’s 
inn fields. 

Shepherd, Reginald Arthur—T. Shepherd, Beverley. 

Sparke, James John—J. Sparke, Bury St. Edmunds. 

Spencer, Emmett—G. Spencer, Keighley. 

Stafford, Zaccheus—J. H. Buttery, Nottingham. 

Tarleton, Audley Paruther—R. H. Tarleton, Birmingham. 

Warner, William Henry—J. P. Aston, Manchester. 

Williams, Arthur Osmond—R. H. Wyatt, 28, Parliament 
street; E. Breese, Port Madoc. 

Woodburne, Thomas—L. Harrison, Penrith. 

Wray, Aaron—J. Saxelbye, Kingston upon Kull. 


Costerton, Great 


Norices of Aprpiications to TAKE our and RENEW ATTOR+ 
NEYs’ CERTIFICATES. 


Baker, Geo., 25, Larkhall lane; and 37, Great Percy street, 
Pentonville (14th June). 


Brabant, Wm. Fredk., 2, College Cresent, Relsize Park (27th: 


May) by order. 

Bryan, William, 59, Farrington square (14 June). 

Bruce, Thomas Dandas, 16, Albert street, Regent’s Park 
(25th June). 


Johnson, H. Skingley, 38, Walbrook ; and 78, Wells strest,., 


Oxford street (14th June). 
Lindop, Thomas Crump, Torquay (20d June). 
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May, Alfred Henry, Bristol ; and King’s Kerwell, Devon 
(2nd June). 

Moorsom, William Frederick, Ewell (14th June). 

Ransom, Arthur, Newport, Monmouth ; and 137, Barnsbury 
road (14th June). 

Smith, Francis John, 6, Gray's inn square ; and Mansfield 
(20th June). 

Stockwood, Alfred, Pontypridd (14th June). 

Underwood, Edward Morgan, Hereford (14th June). 

Wall, William Henry, Pembury, Kent; and 8, Tokenhouse 
yard (14th June). 

Watson, James, Croydon (17th May) by order. 





LEGAL ITEMS. 

It is stated that the Lord Chief Baron of Ireland has 
been seriously ill. 

The Chicago Bar, says the Chicago Legal News, are ‘to 
select, by ballot, candidates to run at the November 
election, for judge of the Superior and County Courts.’ 

The annual meeting of the Articled Clerks’ Society was 
held at 1, Milford-lane, Strand, W.C., on Wednesday, the 
9th October, Mr. N. Hanhart inthe chair. The committee 
and officers presented their annual reports, which were 
yery satisfactory in every respect. New officers and 
gommittee were elected, and the society commenced its 
new session under very favourable auspices. ; 

According to the Melbourne Argus, quoted by the Times, 
Mr. David Landale, barrister, of Launceston, Tasmania, 
has been lost in the bush, near Mount Bischoff, where he 
went to inspect supposed tin-bearing land which he had 
He left the tin mines on the 7th of August to 
inspect his own section and was to return the same oven- 
ing, but he was not again heard of, and the search parties 
found no traces of him. They feared that he had perished 
insome of the thick scrubs. , The weather was cold and 
tainy for some days after Mr. Landale disappeared. 


We extract the following curious announcement from the 
Morning Post :—‘ The Greenwich and Deptford Chronicle is 
informed, upon good authority, that at the opening of the 
term, a writ or information, called a quo warranto, will be 
applied for in the Court of Queen’s Bench at Westminster, 
ailing upon the Right Hon. W. EH. Gladstone to show by 
what warrant or authority he continues to exercise the 
public office and privilege of sitting in the Commons House 
of Parliament as representative of the borough of Green- 
wich, hoe having (it is alleged) voided his sitting by the 
acceptance of an office of profit under the Crown,” 

We are informed that under the liquidation by ar. 
mangement of John Frederick Augustus Tappenbeek 
and August Lorenz Christiansen, of Liverpool, mer- 
chants, £200 was lately paid for fees upon the registration 
of the special resolution. This is the largest fee sanctioned 
under the scale of fees approved in January, 1870, by the 
lords of the Treasury, as proper to be taken under the 
125th section ‘of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The above 
émount of duty represents estimated assets of at least 
£80,000, as the duty is paid at the rate of 5s. for every 
4100, or fraction of £100, of ostimated assets. Our 
orrespondent is not aware that such a large sum has been 
paid before in any case of liquidation or composition. 


On Saturday, says the Times, the question as to the 
@dmission of reporters to the Judges’ Chambers was 
decided by Mr. Justice Honyman. Some time since Mr. 
Justice Grove mentioned that the judges had met and 
expressed an opinion that the proceedings at Chambers 
thould not be reported without permission, and the matter 
Tested until the present occasion, when a decision was 
given as to the case of an infant who was brought up on 
Avwrit of habeas corpus. The solicitors on both sides ex- 
Pressed their willingness that the case should appear in 
the newspapers, as the matter was of some importance, and 
®2 application was made that the matter should be made 
public by the reporter who had attended‘in Chambers for 
number of years. His Lordship, in answer, said the 

had held that the proceedings at Chambers were 
Rot tobe reported, and he could not give permission in the 
Present case. It is understood that the Press will be ex- 
cluded from the Chambers of all Courts of Common Law, 


; ‘xcluding the Divorce and Probate Courts, 


COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Novice. 

In consequence of the lamented death of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor Sir John Wickens, and to make provision for the 
hearing of any urgent applications in the causes and 
matters which at the time of his death were attached to 
his Court, the Lord Chancellor has directed that until the 
successor to the late Vice-Chancellor shall be appointed, 
applications in any causes or matters so attached may be 





made to his Lordship personally. 
Dated the 3lst day of October, 1873. 


(Signed) 


H. Latuam, Registrar. 


Sirtines, MicaartmMas Term, 1873. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Westminster. 
Monday Nov. 3..Appeal Motions. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
Tuesday Nov. 4 
Wednesday . 5 > Appeals. 
Thursday .. 6 
a eves a and apps. 
onday ....1 ~ 
Tuesday....1! } Appeals. 
Wednesday..12..App.mtns,& apps. 
Thursday ..13 
Friday ....14 
Monday ....17 
Tuesday ....18 
Wednesday .19..App.mtns. & apps. 
Thursday ..20.. Appeals. 
Friday ..,.21..Petns. and apps. 
Monday ....24..Appeais. 
Tuesday....25..App. mtns.& apps 
Note.—During Term, except on 
Saturdays, the Lord Chancellor 
will usually sit in Fuli Court 
with the Lords Justices of the 
Court of Appeal. 





Appeals. 


LORDS JUSTICES, 
Westmmiaster. 
Monday, Nov. 3..Appeal Motions. 
incoln’s Inn. 
TuesdayNov. 4 
Wednesday.. st Appeals. 
Thursday .. 6 
Friday .... 7..Bkt. apps. & apps 
Petns. in lunacy 


Saturday .. 8 & app. petas. 
Monday ....10.. Appeals. 
Apps. from the 


County Palatine of 
Lancaster, apps. 
from the Stanna- 
ries Ct. and apps. 
Wednesday..12.. App. mtns. & apps. 
Thursday ..13..Appeals. 
Friday......14..Bkt. apps. & apps 


Saturday ..15 lcunweur * 
Monday ....17 


Tuesday....18 Appeals. 
Wednesday .19..Avp.mtns. & apps. 
Thursday ..20,. Appeals. 
Friday......21..Bkt. apps. . apps. 
§ Petitns. in lunacy 
Saturday ..22 2 and appl. petns, 
Monday ....24.. Appeals. 
Tuesday....25.. App. mtns. & apps. 
Notics.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! 
be engaged in the Full Court, or 
atthe Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council are excepted. 


Tuesday ....1! 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS, 
Westminster. . 
MoadayNov. 3.. Motions. 
Chancery Lane. 
Wein 
ne a 
‘nantes * § ¢ General paper. 
Friday .... 7 
Petns., sht. caus. 
Saturday .. 8{adj. sums, and 
gen. pa. 
patey wisalt 
‘tuesday .... General paper. 
Wednesday a1} 
Thursday ..13.. Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....14,.General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus, 
Saturday ..15{adj. sums., and 
general paper, 
Monday ....17 
Tuesday ..18}> General paper. 
Wednesday .19 





Thursday ..20..Macns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....21..General paper. 
Petns., sht. causes, 
22 {a sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....24..General paper. 
Tuesday....25.. Mins. & gen. pa. 


N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the 
Thursday preceding the Saturday 
on which it is intended they 
shauld be heard; and any causes 
intended to be heard as short 
causes must be so marked at 
least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to 
be so heard. 


Saturday .. 


V. C. Sir RICHARD MALINS. 
Westminster, 

MondayNov. 3.. Motions, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 

TuesdayNov. 4 

Wednesday... 5 {ener paper 

Thursday .. 6 

Friday .... 7..Ptns. & gen. pa. 

Saturday .. *8 feeue cours, aii 

sums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....10 


Tuesday ....11 > General paper. 
Wednesday af - 
Thursday ..13..Mtns, & gen. pap". 
Friday ....14 -Petns & gen. pa. 
Monday ....17 perv Bee a 
nd ge | pa. 
Tuesday ....18 General 
Wednesday 19} eneret paper. 
Thursday ..20.. Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....21..Ptas. & Gen, Pa, 
. . eq f Sht. causes, aij, 
Saturday ..22 jsums., & gen. 2. 
Monday ....24..General paper. 
Tuesday....25..Motns. & gen. pa. 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes, mast be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


V. C. Stn JAMES BACON, 
West niaster, 
MondayNov. 3.. Motions. 
Lincoln's lon. 
Tuesday Nov. 4 
Wednesday . 5 ( . 
Thursday <n | General paper. 
Friday -... 7 
§ Petns., sht. caus. 
Saturday .. 8 1 & general paper 
Monday ....!10..In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesday ste i 
Wednesday .12 5 2enera! paper. 
Thursday ..13,. Mtns. & adj. sums. 
Friday ....14,.General paper, 
Saturday ..15 { Petns., sht. ca 
U& gen. paper. 
Monday ....17..1n Bankruptey. 
Tuesday....18 G 1 
Wednesday “19 Snare gegee. 
Tharaday ..20..Mts., & adj. sums, 
Friday ....21,.General paper, 


Saturday ..22{ $0. she comm 


Monday ....24...In Bankra 4 
Tuesday § ..25.. Mtns. & adj. sums, 


N.B.—Any causes intended te b® 
heard as short causes must be 90 
marked at least one clear day de= 
fore the same can de pat in the 
paper to be so heard. 
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Before the Vice-Chancellor to be; Monday ....17 
appointed as successor to Tuestday....1& > General paper. 
V. C. Sin JOHN WICKENS. Wednesday .19 
Mtns., Adj. sums., 


Westminster. Thursday ..20 { hese’ poner 


MondayNor. 3.. Motions, “ 

Frida 91 Petns, adj. sums. 
Lincoln’s Inn. ¥ sess“! ) & gen. paper. nu 

TuesdayNov. 4 Saturd: -83 | Soe caus., adj. 

Wednesday .. 5 > General paper. barey sums., & gen. pa. 

Thursday .. 6 Monday ....24..General paper. 

Friday i . § Petns., adj. sums, Tuesday....25.. Mtns. & gen. pa. 
ns Mates Se pa. N.B.—Any causes intended to be 

Saturday 8 4 Sht. causes, adj heard as short causes must be so 

5 teonest gen. pa. marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order ot the Court, may be 
marked to stand over ifit shall be 
within twelve of the Jast cause or 
matter tn the printed paper of 
the day for hearing. 


Monday ....10 
Tuesday ....i1 
Wednesday .12 
: { Mtns., adj. sums, 
Thursday ..13 Vé sinik: ~< 
aw { Petns., adj.sums. 
Friday asoets 1& gen. paper. 


: Shi. caus., adj. 
Saturiay ..15 ell gen. pa 


General paper. 





CAUSE LIST. 
Sittings for Michaelmas Term, 1873. 
Before the Lonp CHANCELLOR and Lorps JusTICEs. 
Appeal Motions. 
In re Middleton Cotton Spinning and Manufacturing Co. 
limd., & Co.’s Acts (Ex parte Dronsfield) pt hd 
In re same Company (Ex parte Clegg) pt hd 
In re Bank of Hindustan, China, and Japan, limd., and Co.’s 
Acts (Campbell's Case) pt hd 
In re same Bank (Hippesley’s Case) 
In re same Bank (Alison’s Case) 
Carter v Stevens 
In re Metropolitan Carriage and Repository Co., limd., & Co.’s 
Acts (Ex parte Official Liquidator) 
Elmslie v Beresford 
Imperial Land Co. of Marseilles v. Masterman 
In re Matlock Old Bath Hydropathic Co., limd., & Co.’s Acts 
(Case of Manchester Finance Co.) 
In re same Company (Maynard's case) 


Appeals. 
io = gl v Bulteelh W.-—7 Selby v Nettlefold B.—30 


y July 
Dallas v Walls R.—17 July City of London Brewery Co., 
— v Pilkington M.— limtd, v Tennant Wi-7 
uly 


22 A 
Elmer vy Creasy M.—26 July Sonne Garland R.—18 Sept 
Before the Master or THe ROLLs. 

Causes set down previous to Transfer. 

Benson v Winkworth dem Collette v Pritchard cause 

Hay v Bates cause, wts. (d2y Patrick v Gye m for d, witns. 
to be fixed) before examr. 

Clowes v Hogg cause, witns. Ridgway v Ridgway, 1868.— 
(day to be fixed) _ R.—49 cause with witns. 

Wood v Wood m. for d 17 Nov.) 

King v Dixon cause (not Ridgway v Ridgway, 1663.— 
before, 7 Nov.) R.—145 cause with witns. 

Pritchard v Collette cause (17 Nov.) 


Remaining Causes transferred from the Books of the Vice- 
Chancellors Sir R. Mains and the late Sir J. Wickens, by 
Order dated 2nd May, 1873. 

872. 

Hards v King cause VCM 29 July 

Fortune v Thompson, cause & sums VCM 25 Oct 

Innes y Mathias mfd VCM 29 Oct 

Boatwright v Boatwright cause VCM 1Nov 

Marlery Tommas mfd VCM 6 Nov 

Chambers v Safery mfd VCM 6 Nov 

Seott vy Laver mfd VCM 8Nov 

Lewis v Musgrove mfd VCM 9 Nov 

Nealvy Pearce mfd VCM 12 Nov 

Power v Williams mfd VCM 12 Nov 

Trethewy v Helyar mfd VCM 13 Nov 

Hadwen v Kenworthy mfd VCM 14 Nov 

Thomas v Thomas mfd VCM 16 Nov 

Chambers vy Chambers mfd YVCM 22 Nov 

Retallick y Huxham cause VCM 25 Nov 

Cameron v Leyland cause witns VC M 27 Nov 

Salmon v Brooks cause, witns VCM 30 Nov 

Woody Wood mfd VCM BWNov 

Bowlandson vy Mercer mfd VCM 4 Dee 

Murrell vy Ferryman cause, witns VCM 6 Dec 

Wagstafy Kemp mfd VCW 9Dec P 

Wilkinson ¥ Wilkinson mfd VCW 9 Dec 

The Comptoir D’ Escompte de Paris v, The Consolidated Bank, 
lid. cause, with witng VCM 11 Dec 

Bidney vy Sidney mfd VCM II Dec 

Gibson ¥ W< cause, witns VCM 12 Dec 

Enfield vy Rose mid VOW 16 Dee 


Clarke v Allison mfd VCW 18 Dac 


Dent vHoye mfd VCW 


19 Dec 


Hillv Hill mfd VCW 20 Dec 
Burton v Maw cause, with witns VC W_ 21 Dec 
Mapleson v Bentham mfd VC W_ 23 Dec 
Clarke vy Clarke mfd VCM _ 24 Dec 
Somes v Renton mfd VCM 31 Dec 

1873. 
Hillv Fry mfd VCM 1 Jan 
Hayne v Hayne mfd VCM 1Jan 
Rowe v Rowe mfd VCW 3 Jan 
Graesser v Crowther cause VCM 7 Jan 
White v Matthews mfd VCW 7Jan 
White v Latter mfd VCW 7 Jan 
Kenworthy v Coffin mfd VCM 9Jan 
Faulkner v Kershaw cause & demr., with witns ¥V CM 


10 Jan 
Mairv Mair mfd VCM 


13 Jan 


Cleary v Kennington mfd VCW 15 Jan 
The Blake Sole Sewing Machine Co., lind. v. Hart mf d@ 


VCW 17 Jan 


Wynne v The North Staffordshire Ry. C. mfd VCM 


21 Jan 


Bolton vy White mfd VCW_  21Jan 
Overend, Gurney & Co., limd.v Brett mfd VCM 22 Jan 


Stokesv King mfd VC W 


22 Jan 


Fletcher v Fletcher mfd VC W 22 Jan 
Holland vy Gutch mfd VCW 22 Jan 
Hodgesv Wieland mfd VCM 24 Jan 


Martin v Kent Coast Ry Co 


mfd VC W 24 Jan 


Maxfield v Burton mfd VCW 24 Jan 

Outin v Heathcote mfd VCM 25 Jan 

Larkins v Phipps mfd VCM 27 Jan 

™ ——- Iron Co v The Neath & Brecon Ry Co. mfd 
rcv 


27 Jan 


| Budd v The Neath & Brecon Ry Co. mfd VCW 27 Jan 


Cruickshank v Bland cause, with witns VCM 28 Jan 


Bartlett v Weekes mfd V 
Rice v Castle mfd VCM 


CW 28 Jan 
29 Jan 


Steers v Eveleigh cause VC M 29 Jan 
Rowsell v Morris mfd VCW 1Feb 


Watson v Boss mid. VC W 


5 Feb 


Jeffrey v Hopkins mfd VC W_ 6 Feb 

Smith v Keysell ‘cause VCW 7 Feb 

Pearson v Hall mfd VC W 7 Feb 

Nicholson v Welsh mfd VCW 10 Feb 

Jackson vy Paul mfd VCW lI Feb 

Brayshay v Robinson mfd VC W 13 Feb 

re, pauper v Douglas m f d, witns before exmar 
v 


14 Feb 


The Ramsgate District Local Board v Daniel cause V C W 


17 Feb 


Dickson vy Dickson mfd VCW 18 Feb 
Averill v Beeston mfd VC W 20 Feb 
Holden v Holden mfd VCW 21 Feb 


Smith vSmith mfd VCW 


21 Feb 


End of Transfer. 
Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Matthews v Roberts md 

Fulford v Hilliard m d 

St. John’s College, Cambridge 
v. Earl of Effingham m d 

Newcomen v Wharton md 

Sackville v Smyth md 

Birks v Wells md 

Gleg v Rees c 

Holroyd v Ackroyd md 

Frankish v Morris md 

The Thames Iron Works Ship 
Building, Engineering and 
Dry Dock Co., (Limited) v 
Nisbet c, wits 

Radcliffe v Banks m d 

Wright v. Johnston md 

Graham v Drewe md 

Danielv Lloyd fe 

Sanders v Pooley md 

Jarvis v Bergheim cause set 
down at request of deft. 

Ward v Lawson c 

Meek, Knt v Corfield md 

Oliver v Oliver md 

Blaxall v Allan md 

Haselfoot vy Boyd md 

Few v Be md 

Johnson v Rawlinson fe 

Dugdale v Hays md 

Reid vy Dunnan md 

Harrison v Bagnall fc 

Webbv Tulk md 





Greavesv Lund ¢ 


Basnett v Moxon md 

Adie vy Clark c 

Myers v Smith md 

Fuller v South African Silver & 
Copper Mining Co., (limd.) ¢ 

Reason v Mills md 

May v Potter fc &sumns. to 


var 

O'Donoghue vLamb md 

Watson v Watson md 

Ibbetson v May fe 

Smith vy Holroyd md 

Michelson v Thompson f ¢ 

Waring v Currey spc 

Jonesv Church m q 

Bond v Surman md 

Homes v Postlethwaite md 

Grant v Provest fc 

Rainford v Moreton md 

Newell v Keene fc & sumns, 
to vary 

Meyrick v Mathias md 

Reid v Johnston fe 

Miller v Crockett fc 

Harris v Andrews md 

Jolly vy Ford md 

Evans vEvans fe 

Blackburnv Lamb md 

Meek, Knt.v Webster md 

Mulcaster v Bell fe 

Joseph v Kmanuel md 

Berry v Gibbons fe 

Gibbons v Gibbons fc 
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§mith v Hart oc, transferred 
from V.C. Bacon by order 

Line v Hall fc 

Coulson v York York v 
Coulson foc 

The Patent Marine Inventions 
Co. (Limd.) vy Chadburn 
trial of issues before the 
Court without a jury (Nov. 4) 

Icke v Underhill md 

Robinson vEvans md 

Lord Abinger v Ashton md 


Minet v Morgan md 
Owen vSymonds fe 
Nicholson v Knott fe 
Lea v Lea m d (short) 
Taylor v Rule m d 
Lacey v Waite fe 
Pratt v Carnsew md 
Miller v Crockett md (Sup- 
plemental Bill) 
Atherton v Merriman fe 
Still v Elliott ¢ 
Price v Baines m d 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINs. 
Causes, &c. . 


The Cassel Colliery Co. (Limd.) 
vy The Anglo-German Mining 
& Compressed Fuel & Fire 
Clay Co. (Limd.). demr 

Smith v Government Stock In- 
vestment Co., demr of deft. 


Co 
Smith v Government Stock 
Investment Co., demr of 
F. Bennoch 
Coulthurst v Smith demr 
Hatton v Haywood ‘demr 
Trowell v. Spreckley demr 


Denny v Morris m d pt hd 
(S.0.) 

Armstrong v Holmes m d 
(revived 


Bide v Harrison spc 

Maxwell vy Maxwell md 

United Land Co., limd., v 
Great Eastern Ry. Co. 
mfd 

Davies v Howells md 

Prescott v Barker sp c (S.O.) 

Maynard v Eaton  , wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Raggett v Findlater md 

Pidsley v Pidsley c 

Hawks v Longridge spc 

Hanson v Leighton md 

Harvey v Horry md 

Digby v Ward md 

Candy v Candy m d (re-trans- 
ferred from the M R by order) 

The Nowgong ‘Tea Co. of 
Assam, limd. (by Official 
Liquidator) v Barry c 

Wilts & Berks Canal Naviga- 
tion Co. v Swindon Water 
Works Co. limited md 

Burgess v Bennett md 

Mayor, &c., of Hastings v 

vall ¢ 

Emson v_ Saffron Walden 
Railway Company fc 

Blakey v Rushworth spc 

De Witte v Denne c, wits 
(day to be fixed) / 

Hall v Harland m a 

Jones v Habershon m d 

Bain v Perey md 

Smith v Grant md 

Whiteley v Kemp md 

Brock v Cridland md 

Newman v Hendy md 

Kent v Kent md 

Nindv Church md 

Schollick vy Edye md 

Pickering v Ager ¢, wits (day 

fixed 


Wilson v Thornbury md 
ay v East on Ry. Co. 
872.—T.—1l11 md 
Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
1872.—T.—141 m a 
Pudge v Pudge md 
ell vy Samels md 
Kelsey v Kelsey 
anv Moss md 
Parks v Briscoe md 
Street v Bonsor c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 
Canter v Wodehouse ¢, pro 


confesso 
Piazey v Wilkinson fo 
ttv Beck md 
Vv Hampden md 


Kettle v Drayner md 

Barnes v Barnes c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Goodwin v Gray md 

Reece v Reece fe 

Lloyd v Finlay md 

Walker v Dobson spe 

De Bay v Griffin c 

Plumer v Gregory md 

Rennick v Kiuo md 

Darcy v Batt md 

Blackmore v Tuck md 

Bradshaw vCongreve md 

Bright Knt.v Marcoartu md 

Webster v Malcolm c 

Jupp v Callaway md 

Maunsell vy Payne md 

F french v The British Commer- 
cial Insurance Co. (Limited) 
md 

Gruning v Smethurst ec 

Torrens v Hilliard md 

Whitaker v Whitaker md 

Belcher v Green md 

Allen v Lewis md 

Stewart v Lupton c 

Gould v Clavey md 

Barnston v Barnston spc 

Laurie v Hemsworth md 

Carey v Lloyd md 

Mortimer v Ring md 

Caballero v Henty md 

Cleaver vJones md 

Rotch v Marshall spc 

Murrell v Elkins ¢ 

Pollard v Wright md 

Johnson v Bailey c 

Camm v Read c¢ 

Hockin v Hockin md 

Bailey v Hartley md 

Gibsonv Taylor md 

MacLellan vy Buchanan md 

Wilson v Compton md 

Johnson v Johnson md 

Devereux v Dickson c 

Delaney v Hodgson case on 
appl. from Hanley County 
Court 

Topken v Parrott sp ¢c 

Hancock v Heaton 
sumns 

Parkerv McKenna ¢ 

Gatecliff v Ward md 

Colson v Norris m d 

Pemberton v Barnes fc 

Burnand v Taylor ¢ 

Whelpdale v Crosse md 

Lloyd v Evans md 

White v Witt fo & sumns. to 
vary 

Brown v Beet m d 

Kitchin v Ibbetson case on 
appl. from Leeds County 
Court 

Souch v East London Ry Co 
m ¢ 

Peel v Smith o 

Expte, E. Brain & ors. petn. 
of right 

Humphrey v Lawson md 

Moody v Martin md 

Lane v Salt fo 

Thynuev Day o 

Okey v Hoge fo 

Cayleas v Sills o 

Leach v Smith md 

Koelbel vy Gardner md 


fc & 








Prince v Dear md 

Harding v Spiller fc & 
sumns to vary 

Thomas v Howell fc 

Palmer v Akers md 

Smith v Smith c, with witns. 

Moses v James fe 

Maddin v Driscoll m d 

Fisher v Harrison m d 

May vy May fe 

Armstrong v Armstrong md 

Day v Stoward md 

Lucas v Siggers m d and 
exmn. of T. Berry by order 

Higgs v Ritherdon md 

Stephenson v Stephenson md 

Perring v Trail fc 

Nalborough v Jackaman md 

Sedlmaier v Lawrie fc 

Hooper v Hooper fe 

Trebilcock v Thomas fc 

Collins v Thorn fe 

Blayney v Lawrence fe 


Pearce v London _Tramway$ 
Co. (Limd.) md 

Vickers v Dicks md 

Shelton v Kidman fe 

Ball v Connett c 

Wier v Gisborne m d witns, 
before exmnr 

Ward vy Ramsden md 

Angell v Angell md 

Sykes v Wilde md 

Dutton v Hockenhull fe 

Smith v Suith md 

Rodgers & Sons (Limd.) v 
Redgers md 

Stafford v Heaton fc 

Parr v Nunn md 

Blacque v Rowlinson md 

Howell v Lloyd c 

Whittet v Hooper md 

Moate v Moate md 

Oakes v Oakes fe 

Collins vSlade c 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 
Causes set down previous to Transfer, &c. 


The Isle of Wight Oyster 
Fishery Co., limd v The 
Corporation of Newport (I. 
v)..” md 


o pt hd 
(4 Nov.) 

Heath v Crealock c¢, wits, pt hd 
(revd) 


Moon v The Original Hartle- 
poel Collieries Co., limd dem 

Batchelor v Bladon m d (re- 
stored by order) 

Howes v Phillips c 

Great Western Insurance Co. 
v Cunliffe m d, wits to be 
cross-examined abroad 

Treacher & Co limd. v Treacher 
m d (wits before special 
examiner 

Burke v Keith md 

Youde v Cloud m d wits 
before examiner 


London & Provincial Marine 
Insurance Co. v Seymour c 
with wits (day to be fixed) 

Taylor v Fisher m d 

King v Sherrott md 

Whittaker v Whittaker spe 

Bousfield v Bousfield md 

Pinchard v Fellows md 

Hathesing v Laing md 

Laing v Zeden md 

Bailey v Schweitzer c with 
wits (dav to be fixed) 

Giffard v Phillips md 

Baxter v Chapman c 

Smith v Keeie md 

De Brito v Hillel ec (S8.0.) 

‘Tucker v Dimsdale md 

Middleton v Barker m d 

Wilson v The Furness Ry. 
Co. md 


Remaining canses transferred from the Books of the Vice- 
Chancellors Sir R. Maurns and the late Sir J. WickENs, by 


order dated 9th June, 1873. 
mfd VCM _ 31 January 


Avis v Avis 


Yardley v Holland mfd VCM _ 31 January 
Baker v Wilbraham mfd VCM 4 February 
Heron v Davey mfd VCM 11 February 


Brown v Towell cause with witns. 


VCM Ii February 


Gallager v Fleming cause VC M_ 13 February 


Towell v Brown cause with witns. 


VCM 15 February 


Wylam v Watts mfd VCM_ 18 February 


Rudge v Bennett cause 


VCM 


19 February 


Ramm v Taylor mfd VCM 19 February 


James v James mfd VCM 


20 February 


Healey v Borourgh of Batley mfd VCM 22 February 


(special exmnr. apptd.) 


Latham v Chartered Bank of India, China & Australia mfd 


VCM 24 February 
Lewis v Lewis 


February 


mfd VCW 
Pickering v Chadwick mfd VCM 27 February 
Colquhoun, Knight, v Courtenay 


25 February 


mfd VC W 2 


Carter v Henstridge mfd VCM 28 February 


Hom v King mf d VCW 


Countess de Palatiano v Hartley mfd VCM 


28 February 
3 March 


Bell v London and South-Western Bank, limited m fd V CM 


3 March 
Gott v Gott 
Swain v Swain 
Schank v Scott, Bart. 


Fox v Heinke cause with witnesses 
Blakeley v Crawshaw cause VC W 
Dixon v Fisken mfd VCM 


mfd VCM 4 March 
mfd VCM 4 March 
mfd VCM 4 March 


VCW 4 March 
6 Mareh 
8 March 


Singer v Audsley cause VC W 8 March ‘ 
Wickham v Fitz-Worlock cause, evidence viva voce V C M 


0 March 
Dick v Montague 


mfd VCW 
Hoe v Thorpe cause VC W 


10 March 


Greg v Sagar cause with wits VC W 12 March 


Barton v Hobson 4 
Ive v Smith mfd VC W 


Greaves v Smith 


Smith v Butler mfad VCW 


mfd VCW 
15 March 
Gwynne v Great Eastern Ry Co cause VC W 
mfd VC W_ 18 March 


14 Mareh 
1d March 
18 March 





16 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Nov. 1, 1373. 








Moore v Ross mfd VCM 


Bumpus v Bumpus mfd V 
Wood! 


ford v Brooking mf 
Coghlan v Kempe mfd 
Mackrell v Notley mfd 
Shaw v Longbottom mfd 
Driver v Driver mfd V 
Porter v Bell mfd VC 
Dubois v Charsley mfd 
Cooper v Green mfd V 
Mutlow v 8. H. Bigg mf 
Cole v Scott mfd VCM 
Green vy Cooper cause VC 
Rumboll v Taylor mfd V 
Wilson v Northampton & Ban 

VCM 2 April 
Snelling v Thomas mfd 
Paine v Jones cause 
Fisher v Russell m fd 
Robins v Rose mf d 
Parker v Trigg mfd 
Parnell v Stevens mfd 
exmnr. 

Tomlinson v Lowe mfd 


BRQ4dQ’ 44m 


19 March 
M 20 March 
CW 


To) 


mfd 


P 
April witnesses before 


W 9 April 


Bulley v Bulley cause VC W 9 Apri , 

Baron Greville v Greville mfd VCW 9 April 
Berry v Harris mfd VCM 10 April ; 
Dean v Butt Stephenson v Butt cause VC W 16 April 

} vans v Verrall mfd VC W 16 April 

Dird v Bird’s Patent Deodorising and Utilising Sewage Co, 


limited mfd VCW 18 
Worthington v Curtis mfd V 


April 


CW 25 April 


Earl Waldegrave v Bastard mid VC W 26 April 
Lancaster v Walker mfd VC W_ 28 April 
Moon v Veale cause VC W 29 April 


Bates v Eley cause with witns. V 


W 30 April 


Eley v Bates cause VC W 6 May 
Hooper v Abell mfid VCW 1 May 
End of Transfer 


Causes set down since the Transfer. 


Edmundson v Hargreaves m d 
Mackett v Bayliss md 
Attorney-Gen v The Furnes 
Ry Co md 
Fothergill v Rickards md 
Forbes v Black md 
Williams v Evans, c wits 
Hydev Large md 
Wood v Harrogate Improve- 
ment Commissioners m d 
Levy v Creighton md 
Hoggarth v Simpson md 
Vaughan v Halliday c 


Adkins v The Common Council 
of City of London md 

Walker v Hellawell fc 

Norris v Barber fc 

Clark v Adie c 

Maule v Davis md 

Skyes v Smith fe 

Lewnds v Williams fc 

Earle v Appleyard fc 

Attorney-General v Metro- 

litan Board of Works c 
Gibbon v Fox md 
Stenhouse v Davidson md 


Causes attached to the Court of the late Vice-Chancellor 
Sir JoHN WICKENS. 


Lyall v Fluker md pt hd 

Stanford v Fane dem 

Adams v North British Rail- 
way Company dem 

Magdalen College, Oxford, v 
Bateman exons for insuffcy 

Perham v. Legge dem of Wm. 

a 


ng 
Perham v Legge dem of Lucy 
C. Legge 
Wordsworth v Crawshaw fc 
(revived) 
Bullocke v Bullocke 
wits before exmr 
Griffiths v Bedborough fe & 


petn 
Rowed v Saunders md 
Sheffield v Gray c 
Arnold v Jervis md 
Watts v Watts md 
Attorney-Generalv The Mayor, 
&c., of Barnsley md 
Littledale v Bickersteth m d 
Wilkinson v Elster md 
Turner vTurner md 
Williams vy Lucas md 
Newbald v Hale c, wits 
Blackstock v Blackstock, Ash- 
man v Blackstock f c 
Davies v Eggar md 
Lewthwaite v Lewthwaite md 
Wilson v Coffia c 
Sugg v Foster md 


m d, 


Waring v Scamp c 

Groom v Save’ md 

Marshall v Redford md 

Murton v Bigham md 

Brafield v Scriven md 

Pritchard v Roberts md 

Leese v Martin m d 

Fennings v Pain md 

Sempill v The Queensland 
Sheep Investment Company, 
limd c 

Radloff v Le Lievre 

Clipperton v Cartwright m d 

Bell v Bell md 

Re John Evans’ Estate, Evans 
v Evans fc & sums (7 
Nov.) 

Wright v Wright c, wits 

Dela Ruev Marshall c 

The Powell Duffryn , Ha 
Coal Co., limd, v The Taff 
Vale Ry. Co. md 

Boydell v Thornewell spc 

Wright ‘v Larkin ‘fc (S. 0.) 

Darley v istle md witns 
before exmr. 

Pickard v Pickard md 

a v eee md 
praggett v Spraggett m d 

Gael v Fenwick md 

Binns v Fisher md 

Iver v Armstrong spc 

Oddy v Green md 





Marshall v {Marshall c with 
wits 
Christie v Ovington md 
Cator v Drew spc 
Curnick v Tucker md 
Oldham v Oldham c 
Gill v Downing md 
Robins v Gillam fc 
Lake v Baylay md 
Tyssen v Stacey spc 
Bolton v Adams md 
Lovibond v Perryn md 
Angell v Wilkinson c 
Angell v Ronald c 
Hare v Niger Be . ‘ 
Gwynne v Coulthurst m 
Viant v Hart md 
Mc Callan v Goode md 
Attorney-Gen. v Ray md 
Burbury v Burbury m d 
Blackstock v Ashman fc 
Chamberlain v Chamberlain 


md 
Howlett v Cole md 
Turner v London and South 
Western Railway Co. m d 
Tosswill v Gillman md 
Ashman v Blackstock fc 
Horwood v Penny md 
Carnegie v Carnegie c with 
wits 
Horton v Hall md 
Wilkes v Wilkes md 
Beckett v Buckley md 
Haynes v Earl md 
Wagstaff v Colvin md 
Hodges v Patrick c, with wits 
Browne v White md 
Dickinson v Parr ¢, pro con- 


‘e880 
Wilson v Wilson c 
Payne v Wright c 
Gray v Denton md 
Cook v Needham md 
Hayes v Wright md 
Dimsdale v Frith md 
—— v Spokes, Knt. 


m 
Campbell v Francis md 
De Lisle v Hodges md 
Hastie v Pilcher md 
Alleyne v Alleyne fe 
Harrisson v Laver md 
—— v Mallcott fc 


(8.0) 

Cook v Giggall md 

Benson v Tyson c 

——_ vy Manners-Sutton 
m 


De Tourville v Barton c (sht) 
Peters v Haine fe 
Waldy v Bradshaw md 
Master v Richards fc 
Saull v Saull fe 
Stansfield v Peverall md 
Hopkin v Ollard md 
Groom v Groom fc 
Crawshay v Crawshay md 
Boutmy v Boutmy md 
Boutmy v Burdett md 
Rhodes v Rhodes fe 
Atkinson v Jones ¢ 
Cope v Evans md 
Browne v Rye md 
Walker v Lawton fe 
Hunter v Be = | ic 
Grimley v Arnold md 
Hervey v Hervey fc (short) 
Darke v Clough md 
Darke v Starr md 
Miller v Miller m d (short) 
Lanza v Lewin m d (short) 
Baron Howard of Glo v 
Ear! of Shrewsbury ma 
Lane v Sewell fe 
Whitehouse v Horton fe 
Slack v Stott md 
Adams vNorris md 
Littlefield v Plomer ¢ 
Wilson v Wilson md ' 
Wakefield v Mattock fe & 
sumns, to va’ 
Coulson v Tyrrell fe 
Humphrys v Bull fe 
Tetley v Dunwell md 
Gillespie v Howard md 
Price v Ray c 
Bruce v Le Cerf md 
Brown v Moore md 
Millikin v Lowe fc 
Goodson v Richardson md 
Perry v Bacon fe 
Hargreaves v Bold fc 
Marsh v Marsh fe 
Kidd v Tallentire md 
De Tourville v Beswick c¢ 
Boynton v Boynton md 
Broadhurst v Mellor fc 
Fischer v Edbrooke ¢ 
Adcock v Robinson fc 
Havelock v Priestly 
Laidler v Laidler md 
West v Binns c Ma down at 
request of defendant) 
Thomas v Davies md 
Gray v Bateman md 
Haines v Ricketts md 
Cann vCann md 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 


\Closing Prices, 





Bristol and Exeter 





Caledonian . 





Glasgow and South-Western . 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ., 
Great Northern ..........cssseseee 


sebeeeeerereseee eee 





Do., A Stock*.., 


Great Western—Origin 


London and North-Western 


Metropolitan 


Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 
Lancashire and Yorkshire ......-o-ceccc, ° 
London, Brighton, and South Coast......... 
London, Chatham, and Dover.,.,.......... 


ser eeeee oereeees 


London and South Western.... 0 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .......00.+ 


seeeene eeeee ” 








, Do., District 





North British 





North Eastern 





North London 





Stock} South Devon 


North Staffordshire .0.......scereevesseeeeesoveeue - 











Stock| South-Eastern 


el 











t* A receives no dividend uatil 


6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quoratrow, Oct. 31, 1873. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 924 Annuities, April, ’85 9} 
Ditto for Account, 92 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
8 per Cent. Reduced 903 Ex Bills, £1000, 24.per Ct. 7 dis 
New 3 per Cent., 90} Ditto, £500, Do 7 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 794 Ditto, #190 & £200, 7 dis 
Do. 24 per-Cent., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stock, 4) per 
Do. 5 per Ceut., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 248 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
{ndiaStk.,10pCt.Apr.’74,205 , ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 1014 
Ditto 5perCent., July, ’801093 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account,— April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. '88 102 Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug.’73 101 
Ditto, ditto ,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.97| Dittc, ditto, ander £1006 


Monry Market AND City INTELLIG ENC”. 

No alteration of the Bank rate was made on Thursday. 
The proportion of reserve to liabilities has increased from 
343 per cent. to about 36$. The railway market has been, 
generally speaking, dull, and prices have been somewhat 
lower, but the announcement that no rise had taken place 
in the rate of disceunt caused some improvement. There 
has been much depression in the foreign market, and prices 
have fluctuated a good deal. 





The Investor’s Guardian notices a new company which 


has been formed ‘‘To obtain by contract with one of the | 
most eminent artists an historical painting, on the largest | 


seale, of the Court of Queen’s Bench, as it appears during 
the progress of the Tichborne trial, comprising, so far as 


is practicable, portraits of the official personages, and the | 
other individuals most prominently connected with this | 
trial, and by engraving or photographing to reproduce the ! 
Further, with a view to render the said 


same for sale. 
painting and the copies thereof permanently valuable, to 


devote a portion of the funds of the company to ensure | 
that the trial now pending shall not be brought prema- , 


turely to a close before all the persons whose evidence is 
essential for the full disclosure of all the circumstances of 


this case shall have appeared before the Court ; and subject | 
to such regulations as the company may prescribe, to sell | 


the original painting, as also the copies thereof, as afore- 
Lo i] 





BIRTHS AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 
BatnEs—On October 26, at 9, Bevington-road, Oxford, the 
wife of Henry Baines, solicitor, of a son. 
Bett—On October 24, at yy wae House, Lee, the wife of 
Charles Bell, solicitor, of a daughter. 





Cartess—On October 17, at Hereford, the wife of Joseph 


Carless, Town Clerk of Hereford, of a daughter. 


Rostron—On October 2, at Beddington, Surrey, the wife of | 


Simpson Rostron, Esq., ster-at-law, of a daughter. 
Sanpy—On October 22, the wife of T. G. Sandy, solicitor, 
Burnley, of a son. 
Watrorp—On October 23, at Belsize-park-gardens, Mrs. Cor- 
nelius Walford, of a son. 
THS, 


DEA e 
Boxs—On October 23, at Benenden, Kent, Daniel Boys, Esq., of | 


No. 31, Finchley New-road. Hampstead, aged 65. 
MiLLs—On October 23, at 35, Sackville-strect, William Mills 
Esq., barrister-at-law, aged 39 years. 
Pze~t—On September 15, Arthur Peel, H.M.’s Chief Justico’ 
forthe Island of Antigua, aged 46. 
Watrorp—On October 24, at Scorboro Hall, Beverley, Arthur 
Carr, Walford, Esq., of 3, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 39. 
WickxEns—On October 23, at Chilgrove Chichester, Vice-Chan- 
cellor Sir John Wickens, aged 58. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tugspay, Oct 28, 1873. 





Gamble, Edward, and Frederick Duckering Cooke, solicitors and at- , 


torneys, 32 Full st, Derby. March 15 


Winding up of Joint ‘Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Oct 24, 1873. 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
+ Henley in Arden Railway Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Aug 12, directed to be heard before V.C, Malins, on Nov 7. Batten, 
Great George st, Westminster, solicitor for the petitioner. 





' Case, John, Rodhuish, Somerset, Yoeman, 


| Elsden, William, Loughborough rd, North Brixton, Gent. 
' FitzGibbon, Hon Isabeila Mary Ann, Lowndes square, Dec 1. 


; Addison, George, Bath, Gent. 
' Gardner, Joseph, Ware, Hertford, Batcher. Pet Oct 18. Hawks. Hert- 


LiTep in Caancery. 

Guerrero Cold Mining Company, Limited.—The M.R. has by an order, 
dated Sept 10, appointed Joseph Wagstaff Blundell, 16, Gresham st, 
to be official liquidator. 

Lancashire Engineering and Compression Casting Company, Limited.— 
Petition for winding p, presented Sept 2, directed to be heard before 
V.C. Malinson Nov7. Wright and Co., London st, Fenchureh ‘st, 
solicitors for the petiti oner. 

Wire Tramway Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Oct 8, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Nov 7. Mathews 
and Mathews, Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioners. 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

Great South Chiverton Silver Lead Mining Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented Oct 18, directed to be heard before the 
Vice-Warden, 3, Onslow square, Brompton,on Nov4at ll. Affida- 
vits intended to be used ut the hearing, in opposition to the petition, 
must be filed at the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before Nov |, and 
notice thereof must at the same time be given to the petitioner, his 
solicitors, or their agents. Hodge aad Co., Truro, solicitors for tho 
petitioner. Gregory and Co., Bedford row, agents. 

Wheel Kitty (Lelant) Mining Company.—Patition for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 13, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the 
Princes Hall. Truro, on Nov 21 at 12. Affidavits intended to be used 
atthe hearing in opposition to the petition must be filed at the Regis- 
trars’ Office, Truro, on or before Nov 19, and notice thereof must at the 
same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitors, or their agents. 
Hodge and Co., Truro, solicitors for the petitioner. Gregory and Co., 
Bedford row, agents. 

Tvuespay, Oct. 28,1873. 
LIMITED un CHANCERY. 

Co-operative Supply Association, Limited.--Petition for winding up, 
presented Oct 28, directed to be heard before the M.R. on the first 
petition day in Michaelmas Term, Oarier and Bell, Leadenhall st, 
solicitors fur the petitioner, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Faipay, Oct 24, 1873. 
King George the Fourth Benovsient Society, held at the Eagle and 
Child Inn, Bootie-cum-Linacre, Lancashire. Oct 17. 
Stamp and Tax Assurance Society, Somerset House, Middlesex. Oct 22. 


Creditors under 22 &23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipay, Oct 24, 1873. 
Adams, John, Hollyland, Pembroke, Esq. Dec6. Lawson, Lombard st 
Basset, Hon Emily Henrietta, Great Malvern, Worcester. Nov 30. 
Rooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Brennan, James, Walker, Northumberland, Groser. Dec20. Philipson, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Brownfield, Wiliiam, Barlaston Hall, Stafford,Esq. Dec 10. Blagg and 
Son, Cheadle 
Burton, Henry James, Pentonville rd,Grocer. Nov 29, Tamplin and 
Co, Fenchurch st Z 
Carrington, George, Burslem, Stafford, Yeoman. Novl. Tomkinson, 


Burslem 
Nov 15. White and Son, 
Dec |. Rogers, Reading 


Williton 
Church, Mary, Reading, Berks. 


: Dean, Jane, Liverpool. Nov 20, Teebay aud Lynch, Liverpool 


Docker, Joseph, Chorlton-cum-Hardy, Manchester, Gent. Dec 15, 
le aud Co, Manchester 


| Edwards, Richard Worley, Harrington st, Hampstead rd, Gent. Dec 2. 


Whitakers and Woo!bert, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dec 5. 


Walker 


Fox, 


Whitakers.and Woolbert, Lincoin’s inn fields 


and Martineau, King’s rd, Gray’s ina 
Fryer, John Hubert, Plymouth, Devon, Chemist. Nov 7. 
Plymouth 
Graham, Alfred, Mossley Vale, near Liverpool, Gent. Dec3l. Webster 
i 


Liverpoo 
Nov 30. 


rpor 
Hicks, Anne Phillimore, Brooklands, Hereford. 


Denbigh st, Belgrave rd 


Austin, 
Holmes, Gabriel, Flaxton, York, Innkeeper. Nov25. Manu and Son, 
York 


Jones, George, Tenby, Pembroke, Wine Merchant. Dec8. Corner, 
Hereford 


Napier, Major-General George Thomas Conolly, Morpeth terrace, 
Westminister. Nov 20. Rooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Owen, John Blackman, Upper Hornsey rise, Esq. Dec 18. Rixon and 

Son, Gracechurch st : 
Scriven, Martha, Newall-with-Clifton, York. Dec 1, Siddall, Otley 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, Oot, 24, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proo%s of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Pet Oct 22. Smith. Bath, Nov Sat 1L 


ford, Nov 6 at ll 


| Holyoake, Lyttelton, Ombersley, Worcester, Esq. Pet Oct 20. Crisp. 


Worcester, Nov 7 at 12 


| Poole, Charles, Pudsey, York, Attorney. Pet Oct 21. Robinson. Brad- 


ford, Nov 7 at 9 

Swift, Henry, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, no occupation. Pet Oct 22. 
Marshall. Stoke-upon-Trent, Nov 8 at il 

Taylor, Thomas, and Henry Fildes, Hyde, Chester, Builders. “Pet Oct 
20. Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, Nov 13 at Li 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Fripay, Oct. 24, 1873. 
Abel, George, Brighton, Sussex, Schoolmaster. Nov 10 at 3 at offices 


of Black and Co, Ship st, Brighton 
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Adams, Sarah, Longton, Stafford, no occupation. Nov 4 at 11 at office 
of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 

Avis, Edward Horwood, Birmingham, Transfer Printer. 
offices of Jelf and Goule, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Batty, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Druggist. Nov 5 at 12 at offices of 
Stead and S:bree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Belcher, Napoleon, and William Stagg, Hassard st, Hackney rd, 
Brewers. Nov 13 at 12 at offices of Duffield and Bruty, Tokenhouse 

‘ard 

Bishop, William Robert, Broadway, Ealing, Butcher. Nov 4 at 3 at 
the New Inn, Ealing. Philp, Hayes 

Blake, Francis Thomas, Northfieet, Keat, Shipbuilder. Nov 20 at 3 at 
offices of Barnard and Co, Lothbury. Beard and Son, Basinghall st 

Bond, William, Callington, Cornwall, Innkeeper. Nov 8 at {1 at offices 
ot Peter, Callington 

Bowers, James, Windermere rd, Upper Holloway, Miller. Nov 6at 2 
at 12, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane. Lydall 

Brooke, William, Essex st, Strand, Restaurant Keeper. Nov 12 at 3 
at offices of Grout and Stephenson, Suffolk lane, Cannon st 

Brooks, Frederick, Malden rd, Kentish Town, out of business. Nov 11 
at 12 at offices of Smitn and Vickers, Suuthampton buildings, Hol- 


Nov 5 at 12 at 


born 
Brown, David, Bolten, Lancashire, Tailor. Nov 6 at 3 at offices of 
en, Braz se st, Manct 
Carter, Robert, Birmingham, Gold Chain Maker. 
of Davies, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
“Chester, William Henry, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. 
3 at offices of Barrell and Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 
Christie, James Coke, Liverpool, Wine Merchant. Nov 18 at 3 at office 
of Barrell and Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 
Collinge, James, Manchester, Provision Dealer. 
Murray, King st, Manchester Re 
reese, Thomas, Powick, Worcester, Farmer. Nov 7 at3 at the Rein- 
deer Inn, Meaicheapen st, Worcester. Parry, Birmiogham 
Davidson. Richard, St Helen’s Lancashire, Tailor. Nov 5 at 3 at offices 
of Ritson, Cable st, Liverpool 
Dean, William, Manchester, Grocer. Nov 5at2 at office of Crowther 
and Co, York st, Manchester. Salt, Tunsta! 
Felton, James, Bradford, York, Boot Maker. 
Rhodes, Duke st, Bradford 
Fitzmaurice, Thom-s, Manchester, Provision Dealer. Nov lt at3 at 
the Waterloo Hvtel. Piccadilly, Manchester. Bent, Manchester 
Forrester, Jarvis, Longton, Stafford, Beerseller, Nov 6 at 11 at offices 
of Welch, Caro.ine st, Longton 
Franklin, benjamin, King’s rd, Chelsea, Tailor. 
of Slater and Panneli, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. 
Son, Basingha!! st 
Gardiner, George, Birkby, York, Bricklayer. 
Sykes, New st, Hudderstield 
Gibson, George, Knaresboroegh, York, Tailor. 
Kirby and Son, Kraresborvugh 
Green, Joseph, Milford, Pembroke, Innkeeper. 
Townhall, Carmarthen. Lloyd, Haverfordwest 
Groves, Auna, Webber st, Slackfriars rd, Baker. Oct 31 at 3 at the 
—- A-nis, Upper Grange rd, Bermondsey. Porter, Leaden- 
all st 
Harris, Charles Butler, Upper Houghton Regis, Bedford, Clerk in Holy 
Orders. New 12 at 11 at offices of Lovelock and Whiffen, Coleman st. 
Robinson, Old Broad st 
Harrison, Robert, Barnsley, York, Tailor. 
Hotel, Barnsley 
‘Harvey, James, Newport, Isle of Wight, Grocer. Nov 5 at 11 at office 
of Nicholls and Leatherdaie, Old Jewry chambers. Joyce, Newport 
Harwood, Thomas, Bolton, Lancashire, Piumber. Nov 7 at 3 at office 
of Dawson, Exchange st East, Bolton 
Heald, Benjamin, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Fruiterer. 
at the Station Hotel, Bishopton lane, Stockton-on-Tees, 
Darlington 
Henke, Cord, High Holborn, Tailor. 
Cheapside 
Howard, Henry Robert, Watford, Hertford, S:onemason. 
at 7, Queen st, Cheapside. Jones and 
Johnson, Elizabeth, Harborne, stafford, out of business. Nov 4 at ll at 
Offices of Davies, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Jonas, John, jan, Manchester, Furniture Broker. 
Royal Hotel, Crewe. Sait. Tanstall 
Jones, Robert William, Sc Thomas’s Hospital, Lambeth, Apothecary. 
Nov 19 at 4 at offices of Rebinson, Fleet st 
Eobn, Adolph, Gerrard st, Soho, Importer of Bohemiar Glass Ware, 
Nov & at 10.30 at offices of Buchanan, Basinghall at 
Lambard, George, Mare st, Hackicy, Smita. Oct 31 at 12 at offices of 
Hudgel!, Gresham st 
Langfield, Edwin, Maidenheat, Berks, no occupation. Nov 6 at 11 at 
otMces of Fietcher aad C+, Szaple inn 
Lawreuce, Richard, Swinfen Farm, Stafford, Farmer. 
Offices of Bernes and Kusseil, Lichfield 
Leonard,' Edward, jun, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Stationer. 
11 at offices of Marshall, Es*ex place, Ceeltenham 
Lewis, Thomas, Twerton, -omerset, Bailder. Nov 6 at 12 at oflices of 
Wilton, Westgate buildings, Bath 
Milton, William, Tower st, Waterloo rd, Grocer. Nov 4 at 3at4i, 
Gutter lane, Cheapside 
Motteram, George Henry, Grand Junction et, General Dealer, Nov 6 
at 12 at offices of Suith aud Vicaers, Soushampton builiings, Ho!- 


born 

Needham, William, Nottingham, Journeyman Joiner. Nov 10 at 11 at 

of Rogers, Willongaby House, Pavement, Nottingham. Biack 

Nicholson, George, Horsforth, near Leeds, Grocer. Nov 10 at 3 at 
office of Granger, Bank st, Leeds 

Parrats, Georze Vrederick, Maryiebone rd, no occupation. Nov 6at 2 
at offices of Lovelock and Whiffen, Coleman #. S:arkey, Angel 
court, Throgmorton = 

Partridge, Vrederick, Stoke, Cheshire, Machinist. Nov 4 at 1 at the 
Lamb Hotel, Nantwich, Lisle, Nantwich 

Peacey, Arthur Thomas, 8t Paul’s rd, Canonbury, out of business. Nov 
15 at 3 at offices of Downing, Basinghall ss 

Perman, William, Hatt Varm, Hants, Yeoman, Nov 11 at 11 at offices 
Of Sead anid Co, Romsey 





Nov 6 at 11 at office 
Nov 19 at 


Nov 7 at 3 at offices of 


Nov 4 at 10 at offices of 








Nov 20 at 11 at office 
Beard and 


Nov 11 at 11 at offices of 
Noy 8 at 12 at offices of 


Nov 5 at 1.30 at the 


Nov 11 at 12 at the Royal 


Nov 7 at 2 
Robinson, 


Nov 4 at 3 at office of Swaine, 


Nov 12 at 3 


Nov 7 at 3 at the 


Nov 7 at 12 at 


Nov 5 at 


Poupart, Ann, and James Poupart, Walham green, Fulham, Market F 

oe Nov 12 at 12 at offices of Chinery and Aldridge, Essex Pees 
tran 

Rawcliffe, John, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Nov 4 at 1 at offices of 
Hardwick, Boar lane, Leeds 

Richardson, George Thomas, Barbican, Coach Builder. Nov 10 at ll 
at offices of Howell, Cheapside 

Samuel, Abraham, Great Alie st, Goodman’s fields, Job Draper. Noy 3 
at 2 at o'fices of Barnett, New Broad st 

Sands, Osborn Robert, Lower Sloane st, Chelsea, Tea Dealer. Nov 4 at 
2 at offices of Izard and Betts, Eastcheap. Reed and Lovell, Basing. 
hall st 

Savery, John, Northrepps, Norfolk, Shoemaker, Nov 13 at 12 at the 
Dog Inn, Aylsham. WwW inter and Francis, Norwich 

Seed, Samuel, Rochdale, Lancashire, Builder. Nov 5 at3 at offices of 
Ashworth, Yorkshire st. Rochdale 

Sell, Edward Mark, Rotherithe st, Licensed Victualler. Nov 7 at 12 at 
Offices of Tayler and Ward, Great James st. Bedford row 

Sheil, Lawrence, Liverpool, Ironmonger. Nov 10 at 2 at offices of 
Hughes, Lord st, Liverpoul 4 

Spring, Henry Alfred, Gloucester, Saddler, Nov 3 at 1 at 1, College 
buildings 

Stacey, Catherine Jane, Manchester, Teacher of Millinery. Nov 6 at3, 
at officesof Smith and Boyet, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Stone, James, Exmouth, Devon, Tailor. Nov 12 at 12 at the Bude 
Haven Hotel, St Sidwells, Exeter. Sobey. 

Symons, Robert, Tenby, Pembroke, Photographer. Nov 10 at 12at 
the Townhall, Carmarthen. Stokes, Tenby 

Tasker, William, Hessle, York, Joiner. Nov 3 at 2 at offices of Rollit 
and Sons, Trinity House lane, Kinzston-upon-Huil 

Thomas, Wiiliam Louis, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate st Without, Grocer, 
Nov 3 at 3 at office of Hicklin and Washington, Trinity square, South. 


wark 
Tomlin, James, Barnsley, York, Printer. Nov 6 at 10 at offices of Dibb 
Oct 29 at the 


and Railey Regent st, Barnsley 
Guildhali Tavern, Gresham st, (in lieu of the place originally named) 
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' Ware, Frederick, and George Edward Laverack, High st, Stritford, 


! White, William, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer, 
|} Williams, Juhn, Manchester, Wheslwright. 


* Williams, Joho, Hereford, Grocer. 


Tobby, Robert John, Broad st, Teddington, Stationer. 

Turner, Henry William, Hulme, Grocer, Nov 7 at 3 at offices of Eltoft 
and Hampson, King st, Manchester 

Walker, Thomas, Haddersfield, York, Builder. 
of Sykes and Son, Market walk, Huddersfield 

Walker, William, Parkstone, Dorset,Gent. Nov 6 atil at 2, Brank- 
some chambers, Guillaume and Sons, Fleet st 


CC 
Nov 6 at 2.30 at offices . 


SEES 


Engineers, Nov 12 at 2 atthe Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Swaine, 


Cheapside 

Nov 7 at 3 at officas of 
Southern aud Nowell, Hargreaves st, Burnley 
Nov 10 at 3 at offices of 


8 


Farrar an Hall, Princess st, Manchester 
Nov 6 at 1 at offices of Farmer, 


m <4 


Widemarsh st, Hereford 
Wright, Rev Richard, Gisburn, York. Nov 13 at 11 at offices of Maule 
and Burton, Huntingdon 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long opsrated as an oppressive tax 
upon ail classes of the community. With «a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, when 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survi vors may choose according 
to their meanS and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other c2mteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing fall particulars may 
be obtained, or will be forwarded, upon applicacion to the Caiet Offica, 2, 
Lancaster-placs, Strand, W.C. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC. — NOTICE. — THE 
ENCHANTED GLEN (writtea by Da. Crort), notwithstanding 
its great popularity, cannot be given after November 8th, in consequence 
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of the engagement of Mz. HOWARD PAUL. This week 315th repre- cop, 
sentation. Mr. HartTweLy.—New Lectures by Paoressorn GARD«E8.— one 
1, THE SILBER LIGHT.—2. SUGAR: from the Cane to the Teacup. Itv 
—HOME ELECIRICITY, by Ma. Kino.—Other Novelties.—Open “ 
daily, from 12 to 5,& 7 to 10. Admission 1s. whi 








UTCH FLOWER ROOTS.—DANIELS BROS’ 
40s. CASE contains 69 Hyacinths choice named and mixed, 400 

Crocus in 4 colours, 48 Tulips double and single, 96 Anemones ch 
double and single, 48 Ranunculi, 16 Jonquils, 16 double white sweet 
Narcissus, 200 Snowdrops, 24 Iris, 26 Polyanthus Narcissus, 16 Scillas, 
is Ixias. Half the above quantity 2\s., quarter ditto, Ils. 6., with fall 
cultural directions Case and packag2 included, and carriage free oa 
gg of FAR Dae BROS,, Seed & Bulb Merchants, Exchange 

t., Norwich. 


ARR’S, 265, STKAND.— 

Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c,, ls. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 28. and 2s. 6d. “If desire a substantial dinner off the join 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap ai 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings @ botcle, or you may be capper 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”’"—All the Year Roand, June, 18, 1864, 
440 page. 

The new Hall iately added 1s one of the handsomest dining-rooms ia 

London, Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., ls. 6d, 


VIENNA EXHIBITON, 1873, 0 
HE DIPLOMA OF HONOUR, being the 
highest distinction, has been awarded to LIEBIG COMPANY'S 
EXTRACT OF MEAT, 
Require the facsimile, in blue, of the inventor's (Baron Justus 
Liebig) signature on the Trade Mark label. 
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